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November 1, 2004

The Honorable Rick Perry
Governor of the State of Texas
P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

The Honorable David Dewhurst
Lieutenant Governor of the State of Texas
P.O. Box 12068

Austin, Texas 78711

The Honorable Tom Craddick

Speaker of the House of the State of Texas
P.O. Box 2910

Austin, Texas 78768

Dear Governor Perry, Lieutenant Governor Dewhurst and Speaker Craddick:

The Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education is pleased to submit its final interim report for
consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Senator Florence Shaplro, Representative Geanie Morrison,
Co-Chair Co-Chair

Senator Kip Averitt Representative Fred Brown

Senate Education Committee: PO. Box 12068 ¢ Austin, Texas 78711 * (512) 463-0355
House Higher Education Committee: PO. Box 2910 * Austin, Texas 78768 * (512) 463-0782
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SYLVESTER TURNER
STATE REPRESENTATIVE

October 21, 2004

Senator Florence Shapiro
Capitol

3E-2

Austin, Texas

Representative Geanie Morrison
Capitol

E2-904

Austin, Texas

RE: Higher Education Joint Committee/Recommendation on Article 8
Dear Committee Chairs:

In reference to Article 8 , I disagree with recommendation 1 (one) and 2 (two), in terms of
including all Universities within a University System. I do and can agree with coordinating

boards looking at ways for improving an existing system, but not eliminate the few remaining
independent colleges and place them within an existing system. I fully support the remaining

Articles.
Singerely,
Ivester Turner
ST:pdw
attached to report

DISTRICT 139
HARRIS COUNTY
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The Honorable Florence Shapiro, Co-Chair
Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education
Capitol, Room 3E.2

The Honorable Geanie Morrison, Co-Chair
Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education

Capitol Extension, Room E2.904

Dear Chair Shapiro and Chair Morrison:

Thank you for your leadership during the 78th Interim as co-chairs of the Joint Interim

DISTRICT OFFICE:

5787 South Hampton Road
Suite 385

Dallas, Texas 75232
214/467-0123

Fax: 214/467-0050
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Austin, Texas 78711
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Dial 711 for Relay Calls

Committee on Higher Education. Although I will sign the final Report to the Legislature as an
endorsement of this committee’s hard work and the many strong recommendations upon which

we agree, I regret that I cannot support all of the draft recommendations.

Specifically, I am opposed to the following recommendations:

Charge #6, Recommendation #1: In its biennial appropriation of formula funding for
higher education, the legislature should adopt a matrix that reflects a blend of the actual
cost of the full funding formula with historical funding levels that retain legisiative

incentives.

This recommendation appears to be a tacit endorsement of the Texas Higher Education

Coordinating Board's recommendation to adopt a cost-based methodology for determining the
relative weights in the Instruction and Operations (I &0) matrix. While I support a cost-based
methodology in principle, I do not want my vote for the committee's recommendation to be
perceived as support for the Coordinating Board's recommendation. Although the Coordinating
Board recommended phasing in this methodology over several biennia, preventing any institution
from receiving greater than a three percent loss in 1&0 formula funding this biennium, this
recommendation would still result in devastating losses for Texas Woman's University and Texas

Southern University.




Chair Florence Shapiro and Chair Geanie Morrison
Page 2
October 15, 2004

Charge #6. Recommendation #6: The Legislature should make changes to tuition and fee
flexibility granted to community college districts to set differential tuition, and clarify

their authority for assessing fees, similar to the complete authority granted to public
universities.

The Legislature granted the authority to set differential tuition to general academic institutions

beginning with the 2003 fall semester. This authority should not be extended to community

colleges until a full assessment has been made of the impact of this change at four-year 5 j
institutions. ‘

If these two recommendations are included in the final report, please include this letter as a
record of my dissent. Thank you for your consideration of my concerns. I look forward to
working with both of you on higher education issues during the 79th Legislative Session.

Sincerely,
G W
SenatoL Royce West

RW/cs
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Judith Zaffirini
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LEducation Hresident Pro Tempore, 1997 Wegislatite Budget Board

Health and Human Bertices

October 25, 2004

Senator Florence Shapiro, Co-Chair
Representative Geannie Morrison, Co-Chair
Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education
Texas Legislature

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Chair Shapiro and Chair Morrison:

Thank you for your hard work as Co-Chairs of the Joint Interim Committee on
Higher Education. It was my privilege to serve with you, and I appreciate the
opportunity to share my perspective regarding the Interim Committee report.
Although the committee has offered many fine recommendations to improve
higher education in Texas, I respectfully decline the opportunity to sign the final
report for several reasons, some of which I articulate in this letter.

First and foremost, I disagree with the committee's recommendation that the
legislature award TEXAS Grants to eligible students during their first two years of
college and use the B-On-Time Student Loan Program to provide assistance during
their upper-division undergraduate years. When I authored and passed SB 4, which
established the B-On-Time Student Loan Program, the intent was to reward any
student who is graduated timely. This serves two important goals. First, it improves
the four-year graduation rates of our universities, thus making available scarce
resources for other deserving students. Second, it provides much needed financial
relief to families struggling with the cost of higher education.

The committee's proposal to package B-On-Time loans with TEXAS Grants is
inconsistent with the legislative intent of SB 4. Timely graduation provisions are
not part of TEXAS Grants' eligibility requirements, and, presumably, under the
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Letter to Chair Shapiro and Chair Morrison
October 25, 2004
Page 2 of 2

committee's proposal only students who first received TEXAS Grants would be
awarded B-On-Time loans.

The committee's recommendation may be motivated by budgetary considerations,
but may hinder our ability to achieve the goals of Closing the Gap. Our priority
should not be to limit funding for higher education and student financial aid

programs, but to find ways to increase such funding so that more students have
access to an affordable, quality education.

Second, I oppose the provisions that potentially may affect the structure and
function of our university systems. In 1985 the Select Committee on Higher
Education caused great consternation, then fizzled. Many of us have worked hard
to decentralize our systems so that more Texans can pursue their education. This
recommendation may cause similar grief and distract educators from their tasks at
hand. Each university system plays a unique role in carrying out the state's mission
of providing a high quality education. Given the geographical and ethnic diversity
of the state, the various educational needs of Texas students are served best by the
current university systems structure.

Although I attended every meeting of our joint committee, I do not recall hearing
any compelling testimony that would result in these recommendations.

Thank you for your dedication to these important issues. Higher education is my

passion, and you can count on my continued leadership to improve it statewide.

Similarly, I appreciate your continued efforts to improve higher education in
Texas.

May God bless you.
Very truly yours,
Judith Zaffirini, P

JZ/wve
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JOINT PROCLAMATION

Pursuant to S.B. 1652, 78th Legislature, Regular Session, we hereby create the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education. The committee shall study the structure and organization of
higher education in this state, including the administration and operations of public and
independent institutions of higher education; and study the equity and adequacy of higher
education funding and its relationship to the purposes of higher education, including providing
opportunities to students to achieve their educational goals, furthering knowledge through
research, and providing direct services as local, regional, and state engines of economic
development. The committee shall also examine the effects of student and community
characteristics on the costs of higher education, including the income and education levels of the
families of students, unemployment rates, population growth, and other uncontrollable factors.
The committee shall identify the number and types of classified and unclassified positions in the
administration of each university system and examine each major function, service, or activity
performed by university system offices, including: central administration, academic affairs
coordination and support, general counsel and other legal services, budgeting, accounting, and
data reporting, fiscal management, facilities planning and construction, governmental relations,
audit services, real estate management, information technology services, and aircraft operation
and usage. The committee shall identify opportunities for legislative and administrative action
relating to changes in the organization and operations of institutions of higher education that will
improve opportunities for residents of all areas of the state to enroll in and complete programs of
higher education, changes in the funding of institutions of higher education and university

systems to maximize the state’s limited resources to meet the higher education needs of the state,




including incentives for sharing arrangements to improve productivity, accountability measures
and performance incentives for institutions of higher education and university systems that are
aligned with the purposes of higher education and that are sensitive to mission differentiation
among institutions of higher education, the consolidation or reorganization of university system
office functions and services, including the consolidation or reorganization of university systems
to promote efficiency and productivity; and potential reductions in personnel and other cost
savings associated with the committee’s recommendations.

The committee’s recommendations shall include a plan for deregulation seminaries and
similar institutions offering exclusively religious education or training. The plan must permit
those institutions to confer or offer to confer religious degrees without accreditation and may
include disclosure requirements and other appropriate safeguards to address potential fraud or
deception. The requirements or safeguards may not authorize the state or a political subdivision
of the state to assert regulatory authority over religious degree programs offered by those
institutions.

In accordance with the provisions of H.C.R. 280, 78th Legislature, Regular Session, the
co-chairs shall prepare and present to the presiding officers a proposal for budget and staffing.
To the greatest extent possible, the committee shall use the existing staff and administrative
resources of committee members, of the Senate Education Committee and the House Higher
Education Committee, of officers of the Senate and House, and of legislative service agencies.
Where appropriate, the committee shall request the assistance of executive agencies related to the
committee’s charge.

The final report of the committee should be approved by a majority of the members of

the committee and include any recommended statutory or regulatory changes. The committee is




encouraged to complete its work as soon as possible, but a final report should be submitted to

The Lieutenant Governor and Speaker of The House of Representatives no later than November

15, 2004. The committee is terminated when the 79th Legislature convenes. The following

members are hereby appointed to The Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education:

Senator Florence Shapiro, Co-Chair
Representative Geanie Morrison, Co-Chair

Senator Kip Averitt
Senator Robert Duncan
Senator Kyle Janek
Senator Royce West
Senator Judith Zaffirini

Representative Fred Brown
Representative Tony Goolsby
Representative Roberto Gutierrez
Representative Lois Kolkhorst
Represenattive Sylvester Turner

‘
l %m Craddick

David Dewhurst
Lieutenent Governor

Speaker of The House
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As authorized by Senate Bill 1652, the Joint Interim Committee on Higher
Education has been studying the organization, operations, and funding of
higher education. The first four charges concern the collection of data. Charges
five through ten detail specific areas that the committee should study and make
recommendations.

Recommendations that request additional appropriations are contingent upon
available funding.

Chatge 5: In its recommendations, the committee shall identify opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Changes in the organization and operations of institutions of higher education that
will improve opportunities for residents of all areas of the state to enroll in and
complete programs of higher education.

Recommendation 1:

The legislature should promote high school preparation and college success by
awarding TEXAS Grants to eligible students during their first two years of
college (first three years if they have acquired an associate's degree) and use the
B-On-Time Student Loan Program to provide assistance in the upper-division
undergraduate years.

Recommendation 2:
The legislature should modify the tuition rebate program to include awards to
students graduating on time as measured by years, not just hours.

Recommendation 3:
The legislature should continue state support for the College for Texans
Campaign.



Recommendation 4:

The legislature should align state academic progress requirements for the
TEXAS Grant II Program to conform with the requirements of the TEXAS
Grant Program and Texas B-On-Time Loan Program.

Recommendation 5:

The legislature should adjust the statute for the Educational Aide Exemption
Program to indicate that a year of work as an educational aide is only a
requirement for receiving a recipient's initial award in the program.

Recommendation 6:

The legislature should allow for institutions to issue funds generated through
the Student Deposit Scholarship Program to students through the Texas Public
Educational Grant Program.

Recommendation 7:

The legislature should allow institutions to issue their License Plate Insignia
Scholarship Program funds to students through the Texas Public Educational
Grant Program.

Recommendation 8:
The legislature should allocate the funds as follows:

» The legislature should appropriate $683,000 to the Texas College
Work-Study Program, where state funds leverage employer
contributions to generate approximately $911,000 in student earnings.

» The legislature should appropriate $250,000 to the Professional
Nursing Loan Repayment Program, where it will attract federal
matching funds and produce $500,000 in awards for nurse
practitioners.

» The legislature should approprate $500,000 to supplement existing
State Nursing Scholarship programs for professional nurses, to
encourage nurses to pursue a faculty track.

Recommendation 9:
The legislature should require the P-16 Council to develop a college-readiness
program for eighth through twelfth-graders in all public schools by 2008.



Recommendation 10:

The legislature should allow the Coordinating Board to draw down a portion of
financial aid funds in August when most students are registering for fall
enrollment and must pay for tuition, fees, and books.

Recommendation 11:

The legislature should require institutions of higher education to allow students
to enroll on an accounts-receivable basis for tuition and fees if they are unable
to pay due to a timing delay of the release of federal or state financial aid funds.

Recommendation 12:

The legislature should allow students who have been approved for financial aid
to enroll under the installment plan even if financial aid funds are delayed
beyond the initial installment payment date.

Recommendation 13:

The legislature should expand the Hinson-Hazelwood College Student Loan
Program to allow eligibility for students enrolled in alternative certification
programs approved by the State Board for Educator Certification.

Recommendation 14:

The legislature should amend the statute that allows the state to use the federal
Lender's Special Allowance to pay for the administration of loan and grant
programs and extend the authority to allow such funds to be awarded to
students through the TEXAS Grant or other state financial aid programs.

Recommendation 15:
To eliminate confusion with the TEXAS Grant program, the legislature should
change the name of the TEXAS Grant II program.

Recommendation 16:

The legislature should provide the same hardship provisions for the students
receiving awards through the TEXAS Grant II program as are available for
students in the TEXAS Grant Program.

Recommendation 17;

The legislature should end the inefficiency and confusion created by dual
administration and assign full administration of the Tuition Assistance Program
for Members of State Military Forces, [ie., National Guard] to the Texas
National Guard.



Recommendation 18:
The legislature should retain the eligibility dates established by House Bill 1882,
and repeal the delayed eligibility dates codified by Senate Bill 1366.

Recommendation 19;
The legislature should clarify sovereign immunity and eminent domain statutes
so they clearly apply to community colleges.

Recommendation 20:
The legislature should review the recommendation made by the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board in January 2003 that endorses the incorporation
of territory within the community colleges' legislatively designated service areas
into the taxing districts.

Recommendation 21:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to provide a biennial
analysis of major sources of revenue and expenditures for each community
college district, beginning with the 2003-04 biennium. The format used by the

Coordinating Board for reporting data on higher education universities in
March 2004 should be used as a template.

Recommendation 22:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to provide a biennial
analysis of the cost of attendance and major sources of financial aid, including
grants, loans, scholarships, gifts, federal and state work study, and prvate
sources for each community college district, beginning with the 2003-04
biennium. The format used by the Coordinating Board for reporting data on
higher education universities in March 2004 should be used as a template.

Recommendation 23:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to continue development
of field-of-study curricula to allow students to seamlessly transfer course credit
from one institution of higher education to another.

Recommendation 24:
The legislature should clarify the state's definition of employee for qualification
of health insurance benefits in higher education.

iv



Recommendation 25:

The legislature should review the establishment of a group insurance set aside
for community colleges that experience dramatic enrollment growth during the
biennium and must therefore fund significant increases in faculty and staff.

Charge 6: In its recommendations, the committee shall identify opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Changes in the funding of institutions of higher education and university systems to
maximize the state’s limited resources to meet the higher education needs of the state,
including incentives for sharing arrangements to improve productivity.

Recommendation 1:

In its biennial appropmation of formula funding for higher education, the
legislature should adopt a matrix with a phase-in period that reflects a blend of
the actual cost of the full-funding formula with historical funding levels that
retain legislative incentives.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should give prority to the Coordinating Board’s 2006-07
recommendation to increase state funding for community colleges by an
additional $279.9 million (from $1.598 billion to $1.878 billion), amounting to
60.3 percent of the cost of the full-funding formula.

Recommendation 3:

The legislature should restore the FY 2004 vetoed funding of $10.8 million for
both the Texas Excellence Fund and University Research Fund as an
emergency approptations item.

Recommendation 4:

The legislature should require that general revenue funding be used to
reimburse higher education institutions for the cost related to debt service of all
legislatively approved Tuition Revenue Bonds, and thereby honor the
commitment made when these bonds were authorized.

Recommendation 5:

The 79th Legislature should direct the Legislative Budget Board to provide an
update to the first edition on the report entitled Financing Higher Education in
Texas - Legislative Primer, dated January 2003. The section entitled State Funding
Jfor General Academic Institutions of Higher Education, dated February 2002, should
also be updated.



Recommendation 6:

The legislature should make changes to the tuition and fee flexibility granted to
community college districts to set differential tuition, and clatify their authority
for assessing fees, similar to the authority granted to public universities.

Recommendation 7:

The legislature should provide funding to encourage dual credit programs that
community colleges have with their setvice area high schools and reimburse the
colleges for the cost of tuition, fees and textbooks of qualifying students. Such
funding would make these programs more accessible and attractive to colleges
and students, and reduce the time between a high school and college degree.

Recommendation 8:

The legislature should adjust state funding formulas for the 2006-07 biennium
so that any public community college that experiences a decrease of more than
10 percent in contact hour funding from one biennium to the next shall be held
harmless from the actual dollar loss in excess of 10 percent. The legislature may
discontinue such hold-harmless funding to colleges that experience declines in
enrollment growth.

Recommendation 9:

The legislature should take appropriate action to ensure that the Dramatic
Enrollment Growth Fund trusteed with the Coordinating Board is restored to
historic thresholds of appropriations for dramatic enrollment growth.

Recommendation 10:
The legislature should continue the funding floor for small colleges.

Recommendation 11:
The legislature should increase the appropration ($25 million for 2004-05
biennium) of the Skills Development Fund for the 2006-2007 biennium.

Recommendation 12:

The legislature should continue the funding of STARLINK and the VCT, and
appropriate funding directly to the host community college district. This would
allow each program a separate-strategy identity and facilitate the pass-through
of funds directly to the fiscal agents. The state approptiation request for
STARLINK is $500,000 for the 2006-07 biennium; for VCT, the appropriation
request for the 2006-07 biennium 1s $1,000,000.



Recommendation 13:
The legislature should increase funding for TEXAS Grant II to meet student
financial needs at community colleges.

Charge 7: In its recommendations, the committee shall identify opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Accountability measures and performance incentives for institutions of higher
education and university systems that are aligned with the purposes of higher education
and that are sensitive to mission differentiation among institutions of higher education.

Recommendation 1:

In order to make Texas public higher education institutions more transparent,
the legislature should implement a statewide accountability plan to promote
excellence through institutional groupings, peers, and benchmarks.

The statewide accountability system should include the following;

Establishing groupings of institutions of similar types and missions;
Determining appropriate measures that reflect institutional
performance;

Determining benchmarks against which to measure success;
Assessing  progress annually and taking steps to improve
performance; and

Restricting authority to deregulate tuition for those institutions whose
performance is judged unsatisfactory within the accountability
system.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should consider incorporating the benchmarks established by
the Coordinating Board and the Council of Public University Presidents and
Chancellors in their report to be released in December 2004.

Recommendation 3:

The legislature should direct the systems and universities to incorporate into
each institutions' individual accountability system methods that place a greater
emphasis on improving the accessibility, affordability and excellence of
undergraduate education, particularly in compliance with the Chsing the Gaps
initiative and the state's goal of enrolling 500,000 more students in higher
education by 2015.

vV VV VYV



Charge 8: In its recommendations, the committee shall identify opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

The consolidation or reorganization of university system office functions and services,
including the consolidation or reorganiation of university systems to promote efficiency
and productivity.

Recommendation 1:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to study the consolidation
and/or reorganization of university systems, their component universities,
research institutions and agencies, the independent universities, and the
community and technical colleges of higher education in Texas to determine if
other models would better serve the State of Texas, and improve opportunities
for residents of all areas to enroll in and complete programs of higher
education, and better align the system with the goals of the state's master plan
of Closing the Gaps in Participation by 2015. This report should be delivered by
September 1, 2006.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should direct the systems and the state supported independent
institutions to work with the Coordinating Board and Legislative Budget Board
to study the full impact of moving these universities into one of the systems.
This study should weigh the advantages and disadvantages of such
restructuring on the students, the institutions and the systems involved. This
report should be delivered by September 1, 2006.

Recommendation 3:

The legislature should require that system offices direct and assist component
institutions to coordinate collaborative functions and to continue to study and
develop economies of scale and other cost-saving initiatives and incentives in
order to eliminate duplication and overlap of administrative, operational or
reporting responsibilities or controls, and the corresponding expenditures.
Systems should record findings and report to the legislature by September 1,
2006.



Charge 9: In its recommendations, the committee shall identify opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Potential reductions in personnel and other cost savings associated with the committee’s
recommendations.

Recommendation 1:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to appoint an advisory
committee of representatives from the Texas Association of Registrars,
Admissions Officers; Texas Association of Black Personnel in Higher
Education; Texas Association of Chicanos in Higher Education; and The Texas
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators to conduct further studies
to determine recommendations for aligning exemption and waiver programs
with participation and success goals of Closing the Gaps by 2015 and making
them more consistent and cost-effective.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to coordinate and
consolidate the scope of reporting by systems and universities so as to utilize
the millions of dollars spent in a more efficient and effective manner.

Recommendation 3;

The legislature should require that the institutions of higher education in Texas,
individually or through system offices or related associations, conduct a study
or bid-process to explore the possibility of using a one-supplier model of
purchasing to consolidate and reduce spending, specifically in IT departments,
but also in other areas of major expenditure. This study should include a
review of how Historically Under-utilized Businesses would be utilized under
such a model._Institutions should report findings to the legislature by January
2006.

Recommendation 4:

The 79th Legislature should continue to work with the Coordinating Board, the
Legislative Budget Board and the system offices for updated biennial
information on the cost and function of all aspects of system administrative
expense.



Recommendation 5:

The legislature should evaluate requiring that systems and universities conduct
an internal or independent audit of their financial statements on 2 biennial or
quadrennial basis and to report such results to the legislature.

As a part of this evaluation, the legislature should weigh the potential benefits
of a financial audit against the costs measured in funds and institutional
resources of the university and/or system to accomplish such an effort.

Charge 10: In its recommendations, the committee shall identify opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Deregulating seminaries and similar institutions offering excclusively religious
education or training,

Recommendation 1:

The Coordinating Board is jointly working with other interested parties on
acceptable language for recommendations to the legislature. Therefore, the
Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education has no recommendation at this
tme.



INTERIM CHARGE ONE

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with:

Study the structure and organigation of higher education in the state, including the
adminisiration and operations of public and independent institutions of higher
education.

Excellence in higher education demands both educational quality and access.
Quality without access is not quality; it's elitism. Access without quality is not
access; it's mediocrity. Educational quality and access can be achieved as we
strive to manage our system of higher education more efficiently, and as we
make the necessary investments in higher education to meet the needs of the
state's goal of Closing the Gaps by 2015.

Institutions of Higher Education:
There are 142 public and independent institutions of higher education in Texas:

50 public community college districts (with more than 70 campuses);

31 public four-year universities;

4 public two-year, upper division universities and centers;

4 campuses of the Texas State Technical College System (including three extension
centers);

3 public two-year, lower-division Lamar state colleges;

38 independent four-year colleges and universities;

9 public health-related institutions;

1 independent medical school; and

2 independent junior colleges.

VVVVY VVVYVY

In Fiscal Year 2003, Texas public universities awarded 62,385 bachelor’s
degrees, 20,199 master’s degrees, and 3,649 doctoral or professional degrees
and Texas public community and technical colleges awarded 29,597 associate
degrees and 20,410 certificates. '



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislatute

Closing the Gaps:
Closing the Gaps by 2015 was adopted in October 2000 by the Texas Higher

Education Coordinating Board. The plan, has four goals: to close the gaps in
student participation, student success, excellence, and research. The plan
includes strategies for reaching each of the goals and an annual performance
measuring system. (See Appendix A).

Goal 1. Close the Gaps in Participation — By 2015, close the gaps in participation rates
across Texas to add 500,000 more students.

Progress Toward 2005 Participation Tatgets’

Annual Fall 2000 Fall 2003 Increase Increase to 2005 Percent of
Enrollment from 2000 | Reach 2005 Targets Targeted
(Public and to 2003 Targets Increase for

Independent 2005
Institutions) Achieved
Total 1,019,879 1,176,937 157,058 149,121 1,169,000 105.3%
African 108,463 132,211 23,748 23,537 132,000 100.9%
American
Hispanic 237,394 291,959 54,565 102,606 340,000 53.2%
White 570,042 626,201 56,159 20,958 591,000 268%

Goal 2. Close the Gaps in Success — By 2015, increase by 50 percent the number of
degrees, certificates, and other identifiable student successes from high quality
programs.

Progress Toward 2005 Success Targets’

Increase | Increase Percent of
Type of Success FY FY from to Reach | 2005 Targeted
2000 2003 2000 to 2005 Target | Increase for
2003 Targets 2005 Achieved
Certificates, Associate's | 116,253 | 132,221 15,968 17,747 134,000 90%
and Bachelor's Degrees
Associate's Degrees 25,509 | 30,492 4,983 2,491 28,000 200%
Bachelor's Degrees 74,920 | 81,134 6,214 12,580 87,500 49.4%
Doctoral Degrees 2,621 2,577 (44) 179 2,800 (0.25)%
Certificates, Associate's | 11,217 | 13,425 2,208 1,783 13,000 71.1%
and Bachelor's Degrees
(African American)
Certificates, Associate's | 23,369 | 28,794 5,425 7,631 31,000 71.1%
and Bachelor's Degrees
(Hispanics)
Technology-Related 12411 | 14,577 2,166 6,589 19,000 32.9%
Degrees
Allied Health and 13,644 | 13,734 90 NA 13,500 102%
Nursing Degrees
Teachers Certified 11,529 | 20,528 8,999 7,411 19,000 120.5%
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Goal 3. Close the Gaps in Excellence — By 2015, substantially increase the number of
nationally recognized programs or services at colleges and universities.

Progress Toward 2005 Excellence Targets*

Increase the number of.... 2000 2003 2010
Research institutions ranked in the top 10 0 0 1
Public research universities in the top 10 0 0 2
Public liberal arts universities ranked in the top 30 0 0 2
Health Science Centers ranked among the top 10 0 0 1

Goal 4. Close the Gaps in Research -- By 2015, increase the level of federal science
and engineering research funding to Texas institutions by 50 percent to $1.3 billion.

Progress Toward 2005 Research Targets
Federal Research and Development Dollars’

Increase FY 1998 FY 2002 Inctease Increase to 2007 Percent of
funding to from FY | Reach 2007 Target Targeted
Texas 1998 to FY Targets Increase for
universities and 2002 2007
health-related Achieved
institutions
In federal $846 $1.3 billion $454 $154 $1 billion 295%
research and million million million
development
dollars

Progress Toward 2005 Research Targets

Research Expenditures®
Increase FY FY 2003 Inctrease Increase to 2007 Percent of
funding to 1999 from FY | Reach 2007 Target Targeted
Texas 1999 to FY Targets Increase for
universities and 2003 2997
health-related Achieved
institutions
Total Research $1.45 $2.17 $72 million | $75 million | $2.2 billion 96%
and billion billion
development
dollars
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INTERIM CHARGE TWO

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with:

Study the equity and adequacy of higher education funding and its relationship to the
punposes of higher education, including providing opportunities to students to achieve
their educational goals, furthering knowledge through research, and providing direct
services as local, regional, and state engines of economic development.

Higher education is essential to the advancement of society. Support for higher
education demonstrates a society's commitment to progress. By exploring the
frontiers of knowledge, higher education produces new ideas to meet future
challenges and an investment in education is an investment in the future
development and prosperity of Texas.

Higher education accounted for 12.8 percent of the state’s total all-funds
appropriation and 15.8 percent of the state’s general revenue appropriation for
the 2004-05 biennium.’

State general revenue approprations to higher education totaled §9.25 billion
for the 2004-05 biennium, a 2.7 percent decrease from $9.51 billion for the
2002-03 biennium.®

General Revenue Appropriations

(in billions of dollars)’

Biennium 2002-03 2004-05
Universities $3.99 $3.93
Community Colleges $1.78 $1.73
Health-Related Institutions | $2.17 $2.08
Technical Colleges $.19 $.17
Other $1.38 $1.34
Total $9.51 $9.25

State all-funds appropriations to Texas higher education for the 2004-05
biennium totaled $15.3 billion, a 5.7 percent increase over $14.31 billion in the
previous biennium.'
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All Funds Approptiations
(in billions of dollars)"'

Biennium 2002-03 2004-05
Universities $5.22 $5.46
Community Colleges $1.78 $1.73
Health-Related $4.50 $5.06
Institutions
Technical Colleges $.22 $.21
Other $2.58 $2.66
Total $14.31 $15.13

Higher Education Funding for General Academics:
General Revenue funds accounted for 70.4 percent of the budgeted

expenditures in fiscal year 2003 for the general academic institutions, university
systems offices, and the two-year Lamar institutions."

General Revenue-Dedicated or Other Education and General Income Funds
constituted 29.3 percent of the institutions’ expenditures in fiscal year 2003."
Other Educational and General Income Funds consist of tuition and fees,
including teaching and lab fees, interest on local funds, student teaching fees,
and indirect cost recovery.'*

Other funds, such as interest earnings on tobacco-related funds and Texas
A&M's Real Estate Research Center fees, make up the remaining 0.3 percent."”
Expenditures from tobacco-related fees at The University of Texas System and
The University of Texas at El Paso totaled $2.1 million."®

General Revenue Fund expenditures for fiscal year 2003 were $30.1 million less
than the Article III bill pattern approprations.'” This includes $4.3 million
carried forward from fiscal year 2002 in unexpended balances and adjustments
from Article IX, 2002-03 General Appropriations Act.'® Adjustments included
54.7 million from Article IX, Sec. 10.19 for debt service for tuition revenue
bonds authorized in House Bill 658, 77th Legislature, 2001; $22.4 million from
Article IX, Sec. 10.12 for salary increases and longevity pay; $6.4 million from
Article IX, Sec. 10.23 for transfers to institutions from the State Office of Risk
Management; and a decrease of $0.4 million from Article IX, Sec. 10.36 for
reverse auction reductions.'® Institutions also had a reduction of $117.3 million,
or approximately 6.5 percent, of their appropriated General Revenue funds
because of provisions within House Bill 7, 78th Legislature, Regular Session,
2003.%°
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Other Education and General Revenue Funds generated in fiscal year 2003
exceeded preliminary estimates by 17.8 percent.”’ The increase included $29.7
million in unexpended balances from fiscal year 2002 and a rise in tuition, fees,
and indirect cost recovery.?

Higher Education Funding for Community Colleges:

Providing for community colleges has been a shared responsibility among the
state, local taxpayers, and community college students.”” State funds and local
funds are the main sources of revenue for Texas’ public community colleges.**
Community college boards raise local funds through tuition and fees and local
property taxes.” State funds are appropriated by the legislature based on
formula funding, which distributes available state general revenue funds for a
portion of the total administrative and instructional costs of the individual
institutions.*

The authority for formula funding development and appropriation
recommendations is granted by the Texas Education Code to the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board.” From the inception of the formula system to
1994, the Coordinating Board’s recommendation was vety straight forward and
consistent with the Board’s Master Plan; the recommendation was the amount
generated from the All Funds Expenditure Report (AFER) plus inflation. This
report (AFER, formerly known as the “Cost Study”) is submitted every year by
each community and technical college, and used to determine the institution’s
instructional and administrative expenses associated with eight specific areas
referred to as the “eight elements of cost” (faculty salaties, departmental
operating expense, instructional administration, student services, institutional
support, organized activities, library, and staff benefits) for 26 institutional
fields. The Coordinating Board compiles the results of the AFER and
determines the median cost per student contact hour for each of the these
elements of cost.”® The total median cost of instruction and administration is
then determined by multiplying the rates for each instructional program area,
such as mathematics or dental hygiene, with the number of contact hours
generated by that particular program area.”” The resulting total cost of
instruction and administration is typically referred to as “full formula funding.”
Due to budget concerns, in recent years the legislature has not fully funded the
Coordinating Board’s formula recommendations, with the result that each
institution receives only a percentage of the full formula funding model.

Prior to the 74th Legislature (1995), the Coordinating Board recommended
funding 80 percent funding of the formula.® In 1997, 73 percent of the
formula was recommended, a result of deducting tuition and fees from the total
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cost of instruction.’ For the 76th Legislature (1999), the Coordinating Board
made three different recommendations: full formula funding, previous
appropration plus inflation, and a mid-range recommendation based on "zero
ad valorem tax subsidy of instructional and administrative programs." Two
years later, three formula models were included: full formula funding, a formula
adjusted for inflation and “zero ad valorem tax subsidy,” and a formula
reflecting 81 percent of instructional and administrative costs.”> Due to budget
shortfalls, the Coordinating Board supported the 81 percent model. For the
78th Leglslature(2003) a model with 66.65 percent of the FY 2001 AFER was
recommended, again due to budget concemns® All reports and
recommendations to the Legislature from the Coordinating Board are based
upon the formula rates generated from the AFER.

For the current 2004-05 biennium, the General Revenue formula appropriation
of 1.599 billion is 52 percent of the full-cost formula.”® This appropriation was
4.7 percent less than funding for 2002-03 (1.679 billion).*

To illustrate the growth of community college enrollment with the history of
funding by the state, local taxpayers, and students, from Fall 1994 to Fall 2003:
30.7 percent increase in enrollment (from 392,598 students to
approximately 514,000 students);”’

30.4 percent increase in state formula appropriations (from $576.4 million
in FY 1994 to $751.4 million in FY 2004);*

122.5 percent increase in non-appropmiated tuition and fees (from $273.2
million in FY 1994 to $607.9 million in FY 2003);”

139.4 percent in non-appropriated property tax revenue (from $310.3
million in FY 1994 to $742.9 million in FY 2003).*

vV V V V¥V

Taking inflation into account, tuition and fees have increased 73.3 percent and
property tax income has increased 86.9 percent since 1994." The formula
approptiation has decreased by 0.9 percent during the same time period.”

State funds may not be used to support physical plant costs at the 50
community and junior college districts, so no approptiation is made for that
purpose.” The Texas State Technical Colleges (4 campuses) and the Lamar
State Colleges (3 campuses) use the same formula as the community colleges
for administration and instruction, but because they are state institutions, they
are eligible for an additional infrastructure appropsation for their physical plant
costs.*
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Community colleges enroll 45.2 percent (Fall 2003) of the state’s higher
education students which makes these institutions the largest sector of higher
education.” Over 1.1 million students pass through the doors of Texas public
and community colleges.* Seventy-four percent of the freshmen and
sophomores in Texas public higher education are attending one of the state’s
community colleges.”’ The contact hour growth of community colleges for the
2004-05 shows an increase of 15 percent.*

A major goal of Closing the Gaps by 2015 that was adopted by the Coordinating
Board in November 2000 is to enroll 500,000 more students in higher
education across Texas by 2015.* Based on the trends of the 1990’s, 200,000
of these students could be expected to enroll even without additional
recruitment and retention efforts, so the campaign targets the 300,000
“missing” students who would not otherwise enroll in higher education.
Increasing community college enrollment is a key component of this critical,
widely accepted initiative. Community colleges are the largest sector of higher
education with a Fall enrollment of 514,548 students enrolled in semester-
length credit courses,” accounting for 45.2 percent of students enrolled in
higher education.”® In FY 2003, 48 of the 50 community college districts had
increased enrollment from the previous year base and 33 of these colleges had
10 percent or more growth.”” State officials expect that trend to continue,
which means that over 250,000 of the targeted 500,000 increased enrollment
will occur on community college campuses.

Higher Education Funding for Health-Related Institutions:
The institutions' expenditures for fiscal year 2003 were approximately 4.9

percent more than the approprated amounts, primarily because of the growth
in indirect cost recovery associated with research grants and an increase in
hospital income at The University of Texas M.D. Anderson Cancer Center.”®

Forty-seven percent of General Revenue Funds and 30 percent of General
Revenue-Dedicated Funds were expended by the health-related institutions in
fiscal year 2003 for educational programs.* These programs included:*

» Medical education in the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment
of diseases;

> training in biomedical sciences;

» nursing and dental education;

» pharmacy education and training;
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» physicians assistant academic and clinical training;

» education for allied health professionals who will be involved
in identifying, evaluating, treating, and preventing diseases,
injuries, and conditions; and

> training in public health programs that focus in preventive
care/health promotion for public health needs.

Approximately 70 percent of the institutions’ expenditures from Other Funds
and 30 percent of General Revenue Funds were expended for patient care,
which included operational support activities and delivery of care in the
institutions' hospital and clinics.® The health-related (except for The University
of Texas Southwestern Medical Center at Dallas, the University of North Texas
Health Science Center at Fort Worth, and Texas Tech University Health
Sciences Center) generate the majority of their Other Funds, which are
primarily hospital income, through the operation of a hospital or dental clinic.”’

The institutions had expenditures from Tobacco-related Funds totaling $52.6
million in fiscal year 2003.° These funds were expended for programs
benefiting medical research, health education, and treatment programs.”

The institutions also had a reduction of approximately 2.1 percent of their
appropriated General Revenue Funds because of provisions in House Bill 7,
78th Legislature, Regular Session, 2003.% Institutions achieved this reduction
primarily by reducing travel, freezing faculty hiring, reducing administration and
departmental expenses, curtailing capital expenditures, increasing class size, and
reducing student services.*'

Community College Tax Base:

The Texas Education Code assigns each community college district service
areas for providing educational services.®’ The statute defines service area as (1)
territory within the boundaries of the district as well as (2) territory outside the

boundaries of the district in which the community college provides service.(See
Appendix B)*

Currently, 35 percent of the state’s taxable property valuation (not geographic
territory) is located outside 2 community college district.** The citizens residing
in those areas are being served by community colleges but are not providing
property tax support. In most cases, students from outside a community
college district are paying higher out-of-district tuition and fees in the absence
of tax support. On average, these students pay 29 percent higher tuition and
fees than their in-district counterparts.”

10
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Studies conducted on the appropriateness of the current districts show that 46
out of 50 public community college districts would teceive additional tax
revenues by re-aligning district lines, three would see no revenue change and
one would lose money.®® These facts indicate that only a few of the college
districts' taxing areas are aligned with their setvice areas.

Colleges do have annexation authority under current statutes, but most of these
methods are fairly cumbersome and the hurdle for successful annexation
elections 1s fairly high. There have been some successful annexation elections in
recent years, but also some dramatic failures.”’

Tuition Revenue Bonds:

Tuition Revenue Bonds (TRBs) are issued by institutions of higher education
for which future revenue (tuition and fees) is pledged for repayment of the
bonds.*® The Legislature must authorize bond issuance through legislation, and
bond proceeds are generally used to fund institutional construction projects,
such as classroom facilities, dormitories, and other university buildings.” All
institutions issue, sell and service the debt on their own bonds, except that the
Texas Public Finance Authority issues bonds for Midwestern State University,
Stephen F. Austin University and Texas Southern University.”” The
authorization and issuance of the bonds is not contingent on an appropriation
for related debt service, but legislative practice has been to use General
Revenue to reimburse institutions for the cost related to debt service.”! The
Tuition Revenue Bond debt service appropriation can only be used for paying
related debt service, and lapses at the end of the biennium if not used for that

purpose.”?

TRBs were first authorized in 1971 in the amount of $185 million.”” The 77th
Legislature (2001) authorized $1.081 billion for TRBs.”* In 2003, the 78th
Legislature authorized nearly $253.9 million in tuition revenue bonds.”

Dramatic Enrollment Growth Fund:

The purpose of the dramatic enrollment growth fund is to provide general
revenue funds for institutions of higher education that experience dramatic
enrollment growth during the biennium.

Separate appropriations are made to general academic institutions and two-year
institutions and different thresholds for dramatic enrollment growth are applied
to each sector. General academic institutions receive dramatic enrollment
growth funds if enrollment increases 3 percent in the first year of the biennium

11
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or 6 percent in the second year of the biennium.” The enrollment growth fund
for general academic institutions was instituted by the 77th Legislature (2001).
Prior to that time, general academics were appropriated an estimated growth
amount for each year of the biennium.

The threshold levels for determining dramatic enrollment growth for two year
institutions have varied. The 75th Legislature (1997) provided the first
appropriation for two year dramatic growth ($2.0 million) and defined dramatic
enrollment growth as any enrollment increase over 10 petrcent in a two year
petiod (e.g., from Fall 1995 to Fall 1997).” In 1999, the 76th Legislature
appropriated $10.0 million to the dramatic enrollment growth fund and
established a two-tier system for eligibility.” Funds first went to colleges with
more than 10 percent enrollment growth.” If any funds were left over, college
districts with more than 5 percent enrollment growth received these funds.”
The 77th Legislature (2001) appropriated the same amount to the dramatic
enrollment growth fund ($10.0 million) and kept the same threshold levels and
added increases in nursing enrollment as the first priority for this fund.*' The
78th Legislature (2003) combined the dramatic enrollment growth fund with
the new campus fund. Of the $18.0 million appropriated, $16.4 million was
dedicated to new community college campuses.”” Increases in nursing
enrollment is the first priority for any remaining funds.” If any funds remain,
colleges with a yearly enrollment growth of 15 percent will receive an
appropriation followed by any colleges with an 8 percent yeatly growth.*

Seamless Transfer:

Texas has emerged as a national leader in terms of the breadth and depth of its
transfer initiatives.”® It is one of a handful of states that has a statewide
common course numbering system for college courses and may well be the
only state in which every public institution of higher education participates in
common course numbeting voluntarily.* The statewide core curriculum and
field of study curricula also put Texas in a relatively small group of states that
do not depend on an exhaustive list of institution-to-institution coutse
equivalencies to drive transfers.”” Moreover, a 2001 report of the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board’s Transfer Issues Advisory Committee had two
key findings: first, that transfer in Texas is quite efficient, with many students
losing zero or only a few semester credit hours in the process; and second, that
community college students who complete at least 30 semester credit hours
ptior to transferring to a university tend to perform comparably with students
who began at the same university. *

12
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A list of initiatives, at the state and local levels that enhance the ease with which
Texas students may enroll in public higher education and later transfer from
one public college or university to anothet, are grouped into three categories:*

o Statewide initiatives apply to all public colleges and universities. Some, like
the core curriculum, were instituted by the Texas Legislature.

o Localized initiatives often exist between two institutions or within a
particular region. The number and variety of these varies greatly.

o Secondary to postsecondary transfer initiatives include multiple ways for
students to earn college credit while in high school that may later apply
to an associate’s or bachelor’s degree program. Several of these are
outlined in state or federal law.

m lleges Funding Floot:

The state’s appropriation to community colleges is based on the number of
contact hours each institution produces during the base year (for the upcoming
session: Summer 2004, Fall 2004, and Spring 2005).° The small college
funding floot provides a minimum state approptiation for the two or three
colleges in the state that do not generate enough contact hours to provide basic
instructional support. Since the 72nd legislative session (see chart below), a
minimum state appropriation has been made to keep these small, rural colleges
viable.

Summary of Community College Funding Floor”!

Legislature/Biennium Biennial Amount | Colleges Receiving Floor Appropriation
78th: FY 2004, FY 2005 $4,184,374 Clarendon, Ranger

77th: FY 2002, FY 2003 $4,636,750 Clarendon, Ranger

76th: FY 2000, FY 2001 $4,250,000 Clarendon, Ranger

75th: FY 1998, FY 1999 $4,050,000 Clarendon, Frank Phillips, Ranger

74th: FY 1996, FY 1997 $4,000,000 Clatendon, Frank Phillips, Ranger

73td: FY 1994, FY 1995 $4,000,000 Clarendon, Frank Phillips, Ranger
72nd: FY 1992, FY 1993 $3,252,638 Clarendon, Ranger

Dual Credit:

Dual credit courses are college courses that also count toward high school
requirements upon successful completion.

Most if not all community colleges have strong dual credit programs with their
service area high schools. These are win/win programs for all concerned, but
there are problems that limit their success. Low income students do not qualify
for federal financial aid until they are out of high school so many students
cannot afford the tuition, fees and books. Some school districts pay all or part

13




Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

of the cost; some wealthier college districts waive the tuition and fees; and
some provide scholarship assistance to the truly needy students. Currently, the
state pays Average Daily Attendance (ADA) to the public schools and pays the
formula rate to community colleges. Colleges can (and most do) charge for
tuition, fees and books.

The State, by allowing tuition waivers to dual credit students, has created a
climate of competition among colleges for these students which places larger
urban and property-rich districts at an advantage over smaller, less populous
and less wealthy districts. Also, it may work to the detriment of district
taxpayers and regular students. Larger institutions may waive tuition for dual
credit students and charge their students higher tuition and fees while smaller
colleges may not have the enrollment to support higher charges. Taxpayers in
those districts that waive tuition are subsidizing the out of district service area
dual credit students as are the non dual credit regularly enrolled students who
are paying higher tuition and fees.

By granting the right to waive tuition, the state seems to support a public policy
in favor of dual credit and there are clearly some public policy advantages.

1. Dual credit college level courses make the last year of high school more
challenging and productive—especially for students in those districts too
small to have advanced placement classes. By definition, students are
able to jump start their college program while finishing their high school
studies which makes maximum use of their high school time and
increases the likelihood that they can finish college in four years or less
and enter the work force—a benefit to them, their parents and the state
treasury.

2. Most of the dual credit courses are general education courses — history,
English, government, economics, etc. that can be taught much more
economically at community colleges than in senior colleges, thereby
saving the state money and in some cases ease university schedule
crowding. This is especially important since many, if not most, dual
credit students enroll in a senior college rather than a community college
upon graduation.

3. Since high school students do not qualify for federal financial aid
programs, dual credit programs favor those families most able to pay the
tuition, fees and book costs. Some colleges have a scholarship program
for students who meet 2 means test, but the cost remains a deterrent to
many students, especially minority students, from considering dual
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credit. A tuition free dual credit would facilitate the state’s “Closing the
Gap” efforts.

4. The legislature has also recently granted state universities and technical
colleges the same right to waive dual credit tuition as the two-year
colleges. For the four-year institutions funding system, this waiver does
not result in an actual loss of revenue as it does in the community
colleges, and thus may create an un-level playing field. In some parts of
the state, this is being used by Texas State Technical Colleges to the
detriment of the local community colleges.

STARLINK and Virtual Colleges of Texas:
STARLINK connects all of the community and technical colleges in the state

through its statewide satellite and internet based network. In FY 2004,
STARLINK produced and distributed 43 hours of professional development
programming to benefit higher education, state agencies, and other public
entities. Programming included 9 faculty development teleconferences, 5
teleconferences for the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, and a
distance learning nursing re-entty course. The facilities and offices of
STARLINK are located at the LeCroy Center of the Dallas County Community
College District.

The Virtual College of Texas (VCT) is a consortium of accredited, public Texas
community and technical colleges. The mission of VCT is to provide distance
learning access to all Texans wherever they may live, regardless of geographic,
distance, or time constraints. VCT maximizes student access with its seamless
model of delivering distance education. Students enroll at a local college, and
are able to take courses provided by other colleges throughout Texas while still
receiving support services from the local institution. Over 8,000 students
enrolled in VCT courses during the 2003-04 academic year. The 78th
Legislature provided additional funding to VCT to expand online degrees and
certificates. As a result, VCT distributed 11 grants totaling $560,000 to 10 two-
year institutions and their collaborating partners to develop degrees and
certificated such as medical lab technician, process technology, alternative
teacher certificate, mental health-substance abuse prevention, child
development and others. VCT is hosted by the Austin Community College
District.

TEXAS Grant Program;
In 1999, the 76th Legislature established the TEXAS Grant Program to

provide a grant of money to enable well-prepared eligible students to attend
institutions of higher education in Texas. *
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When the TEXAS Grant Program was first authorized, it made two promises
to students with financial need in Texas:

» prepate for college while in high school and the state will pay for your
tuition and fees as a freshman in college; and

» meet program academic standards while in college and the state will
continue to pay tuition and fees for up to 150 hours, six years, or until
you acquire your bachelor’s degtree, whichever occurs first.

As funding for the program grew rapidly in Fiscal Years 2002 and 2003, the
TEXAS Grant program fulfilled both of those promises. Studies indicate that
students and parents came to recognize the program’s mane and took steps to
be able to qualify for the assistance if promised. However, funding was held
level for the 2004-2005 biennium. In Fiscal Year 2003, the program had $85
million for entering students after its commitment to continuing students was
fulfilled. In Fiscal Year 2004, it had only $25 million for new students. As a
result, efforts to maintain successful students while they acquire their degrees
are depleting the program’s ability to provide awards to students graduating
1.94

from high schoo

While the TEXAS Grant program has been a positive step, it is deeply flawed
in that it is inconsistent with the goals of the Closing the Gaps initiative.

TEXAS Grant II Program:

The purpose of Texas Grant II is to provide financial aid to eligible students in
Texas public two-year colleges.”” For the current 2004-05 biennium, $9.7
million was appropriated. This setves about 2,000 community college students,
ot less than 1% of their enrollment. Demographics suggest that about 50% of
the students in these institutions would meet the requirements of the TEXAS
Grant II Program.”

Texas Grant II eligibility requitements are easier to administer and better fit the
mix of students at community colleges.” Since community colleges cutrently
receive only about 10% of funds allocated to Texas Grant™ (total funding of
$324 million for 2004-05 biennium, or about $32 million for community
colleges), additional funding to TEXAS Grant II would be an important step in
Closing the Gaps, since a majority of new students enrolling in college before
2015 are expected to begin their education at two-yeat institutions.”

Texas B-On-Tim nt Loan Pr :

Like the TEXAS Gtant Program'®, the Texas B-On-Time Loan Program'® is
also targeted toward students who recently graduated from high school having
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completed the recommended or higher cutriculum. The program provides
zero interest loans to such students if they meet other program
requitements.'” It also forgives those loans if the student graduates from
college with an associate’s degree or bachelor’s degree on time with at least a
3.0 overall grade point average.'”

House Bill 3015, Tuition Deregulation, requires all universities charging more
than the $46 per semester credit hour for designated tuition to set-aside a
minimum of 20 percent for financial aid, and at least five percent of the 20
petcent set-aside ,must be used fund the B-On-Time program.'**

All Soutces of Financial Aid:

The Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education requested pie charts for
each general academic institution showing all sources of financial aid including
grants, loans, scholarships, gifts, and work study from federal, state, and private
sources. ( See Appendix C)

For each institution, the first pie chart gives an overall picture of financial aid in
three categories (gift aid, loans, and workstudy), and the other three pie charts
provide the breakdown for each of those three categories.

All charts are based on information from the Coordinating Board’s 2003
Financial Aid Database and include information regarding private sources only
to the extent that such aid is received by students also receiving need-based aid.
Other sources of private aid generally do not go through the institutions’
financial aid offices and data therefore cannot be collected.

Cost of Attendance vs. Financial Aid Available:

On March 11 2004, the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education
requested charts that describe the cost of attendance vs. financial aid available.
(See Appendix D)

The chatts, submitted by the Coordinating Board show the cost of education
and financial aid available at each Texas public university.
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INTERIM CHARGE THREE

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with:

Examine the effects of student and community characteristics on the costs of higher
education including income and educational levels of the families of students,
unemployment rates, population growth, and other uncontrollable factors.

Changes in the State of Texas are occurting and will continue at an exponential
rate. Texans must be trained for vocations and professions and educated in the
cultural and social forces shaping their lives. The public higher education
system of Texas should provide a setting dedicated to nurturing collective
excellence and individual achievement.

Texas has traditionally prospered through the hard work of its citizens and the
development of its bountiful natural resources. But future prosperity will
depend more extensively upon economic diversification and the cultivation of
human resources through education.

State Demographics:

The 2000 Census revealed a Texas population that had increased even more
rapidly in number and in diversity than anticipated and a state that showed
rapid levels of economic expansion in many areas. At the same time, many
public programs such as welfare and access to higher education and financial
aid have been dramatically changed.

The magnitude of, and projected developments, in four major demographic
trends have impacted and will continue to impact numerous aspects of Texas
society and are crtical for understanding the future. The four major
demographic trends are:'®

» Changes in the rates and soutces of population growth;
» The aging and age structure of the populations;

» Growth in the non-Anglo population; and

» The changing composition of Texas households.
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Population Change:
The demographic history of Texas has been one of growth. Texas’ population

has increased more rapidly (in percentage terms) than the population of the
nation in every decade since Texas became a state. The 1990s were notable in
several regards, however, with the State's population growing to 20,851,820 by
2000, an increase of 22.8 percent since 1990.' This increase of 3,865,310
persons was the largest of any decade in Texas history and moved Texas past
New York to become the nation's second largest state.'”’” [Texas' population
increase was only second to that in California (California increased by 4.1
million persons in the 1990s) and the eighth largest in percentage terms among
all states.]'®

Growth in the 1990s came nearly equally from the two components of
population growth, with 49.7 percent due to natural increase (the difference
between the number of births and deaths) and 50.3 percent due to net
migration ( which can be immigration from nations outside the United States
or immigration from other states).'” Because natural increase rates change
relatively slowly, and their response to economic change is less immediate than
that for migration, Texas has a natural impetus to growth that is likely to lead to
substantial future population increase in the State under a variety of economic
conditions.

The growth in the population of Texas was also pervasive. All 24 of the Texas
council of government (COG) regions experienced population growth, as did
all 27 of its metropolitan statistical areas, 186 (73.2 percent) of its counties, and
945 (74.0 percent) of its places (i.e., towns and cities).'”” The three parts of
Texas which showed the highest levels of population growth included areas
along the Texas-Mexico border, areas in the central corridor of Texas from
Dallas-Fort Worth through San Antonio, and the Houston-Galveston area.'"
The slowest rates of growth were in the Panhandle, West Texas, and
Beaumont-Port Arthur areas. Rural areas continued to show reduced levels of
growth.''? By 2000, non-metropolitan counties accounted for only 15.2 percent
of the total population of the State (and received only 8.8 percent of the State's
population increase in the 1990s), while metropolitan counties accounted for
84.8 percent of the population (and received 91.2 percent of the population
increase).'”> Metropolitan central city counties accounted for 67.1 percent of
the total population (and received 61.5 percent of the population growth from
1990 to 2000) while suburban counties accounted for 17.7 percent of the
population in 2000 (and received 29.7 percent of the 1990-2000 population
increase).'"*

20




Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Age Structure of the Texas Population:

Two aspects of the age structure of the Texas population are critical to
understanding the impacts of population change. First, as with the rest of the
United States, the Texas population is aging as a result of increased longevity
and the aging baby-boom generation. The Texas median age was 18.7 years in
1990 but was 32.3 years in 2000.'" Although still younger than the population
in the nation as a whole (which had a median age of 35.3 years in 2000), the
Texas population is likely to continue to age in a manner similar to that in the
nation as a whole and to have nearly one-in-five persons who are 65 years of
age or older by 2040 compared to fewer than one-in-ten in 2000."¢ Services
and conditions impacting older persons will become of increasing relevance to
Texas and the rest of the nation in the coming decades.

A second characteristic of the age structure in Texas is the clear relationship
between youth status and non-Anglo status. For example, the median age for
Anglos in 2000 was 38.0 years but for African Americans it was 29.6 years, for
Hispanics 25.5 years, and for the Other population 31.1 years.'” The
differences in age structure are especially obvious when data for specific age
groups are examined. For example, among the population 65 years of age or
older, 73 percent is Anglo and 17 percent is Hispanic. While for the group that
is less than five years of age, 40 percent is Anglo and 44 percent is Hispanic.'"®
Sixty percent of the population of Texas less than five years of age and 57
percent of the total population less than 18 years of age are non-Anglo.'”
Clearly, issues related to older persons are more likely to affect Anglo
populations and those related to children affect non-Anglo populations. Issues
related to race/ethnicity and age may become increasingly interrelated.

Proj Patterns:

Substantial population increases are projected for Texas under a variety of
alternative projection scenarios (See Appendix E. Exhibit E-1 and Exhibit E-
2)) By 2010 the population is projected to be between 24.2 million and 25.9
million and by 2040 between 35.0 million and 50.6 million. Even under a low-
growth scenario, the population of Texas would increase by more than 4.7
million persons from 2000 to 2040. Increases under a modest-growth scenario
would add nearly 14.2 million, and under the high-growth scenario the increase
would be more than 29.7 million.'®

Growth in the non-Anglo population:
Projections show mote extensive percentage rates of growth in non-Anglo than

in Anglo populations from 2000 to 2040.
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As a result, the proportion of the total population composed of non-Anglos
also increases substantially (See Appendix E Exhibit E-3 and Exhibit E-4).
Under a high-growth scenario, the State's population in 2040 would be 24.2
percent Anglo, 7.9 percent African American, 59.1 percent Hispanic, and 8.8
percent members of the Other racial/ethnic group. By 2005 under a high-
growth scenario, and by 2006 under a modest growth scenario, Texas
population will be less than one-half Anglo. The Hispanic population is
projected to become a majority of the State's population by 2026 under the
high-growth scenario and by 2035 under the modest-growth scenario. Under
the high-growth scenario, of the net increase in the population between 2000
and 2040, only 3.9 percent would be due to the Anglo population--meaning
that more than 96 percent of the net additions to Texas population between
2000 and 2040 would be non-Anglo.'”!

Changing composition of Texas households:
The number of Texas households has increased rapidly as a result of

population growth and the large numbers of the baby-boomers who have
entered household-formation ages. The number of households increased by
43.7 percent in the 1970s, 23.0 percent during the 1980s, and 21.8 percent in
the 1990s, and as a result, the State had 7,393,353 households by 2000.'*

Households have become smaller in size. The average Texas household has
decreased by one person since 1940, from roughly 3.7 persons in 1940 to 2.7
persons in 2000, or by 36.5 percent.'” This decline is important because fewer
persons per household results in a larger number of households for a given size
population, which in turn means growth in the number of consumer units.

The diversification of household forms has also been evident. The number of
family households increased by 30.9, 18.1, and 20.8 percent in the 1970s, 1980s,
and 1990s, respectively, while the number of non-family households increased
by 100.5, 38.0, and 24.2 percent; the number of marred-couple households
increased by 16.1 percent in the 1990s but the percentage of married-couple
households declined from 71.5 percent in 1970 to 54 percent in 2000.'** The
number of male householder households also increased in the 1990s by as
much as 52.2 percent, while the number of female householder households
grew by 33.6 percent.'”

Projected Patterns:
The rapid growth, racial/ethnic diversification, and the aging trends in the

projected population are apparent in the projections of households as well.
From 2000 to 2040 the number of Texas households is projected to increase by
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nearly 6.2 million, from 7.4 million households in 2000 to 13.6 million
households in 2040 under the modest-growth scenario and by nearly 12.0
million to 19.4 million households in 2040 under the high-growth scenario (See
Appendix E Exhibit E-5)--- increases of 84.2 percent and 162.1 percent under
the modest and high-growth scenarios, respectively (See Appendix E Exhibit
E-6).

Population Change and Income in Texas:
In the 1990s, income levels increased in Texas faster than those in the nation

and the State's poverty rate decreased more rapidly. In constant dollars, median
household income in Texas increased by 13.9 percent compared to only 7.7
percent nationally and per capita income increased by 17.1 percent compared
to 15.3 percent in the nation.'” Poverty rates for persons fell by 14.9 percent in
Texas compared to a decline of only 5.3 percent nationwide.'”’In Texas, 1999
median household and per capita income levels, however, remained lower than
those in the nation--median household income in Texas in 1999 was $39,927
compared to $41,994 in the nation and per capita income in Texas was $19,617
compared to $21,587.'* Poverty levels remained higher at 15.4 percent for
Texas in 1999 compared 12.4 percent for the nation, but the differences
between Texas and U.S. values decreased in the 1990s such that the Texas
median household income was 95.1 percent of that in the U.S., Texas per capita
income was 90.9 percent of that in the U.S,, and the Texas poverty rate was
124.2 percent of that nationwide in 1999.'”

Despite the rapid growth of the 1990s, the disparities among groups in Texas
remained large (See Appendix E Exhibit E-7). Although the percentage
increases in income and declines in poverty rates were generally larger for
Hispanics and African Americans than for Anglos from 1989 to 1999, large
differences in absolute income and poverty levels remained, and in some cases
increased. For example, median household incomes (in current dollars) for
Anglos increased by 49.8 percent from 1989 to 1999 while for African
Americans the increase was 64.0 percent, and for Hispanics it was 55.3 percent.
As a result, African American and Hispanic median household incomes
increased as a proportion of Anglo incomes (from 56.8 percent in 1989 to 62.1
percent in 1999 for African Americans and from 61.1 percent to 63.3 percent
for Hispanics). The Anglo-Black absolute difference in median household
income, however, was $13,602 in 1989 but was $17,857 in 1999 and the Anglo-
Hispanic differences were $12,242 in 1989 and $17,289 in 1999."°
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Projected Patterns:

If 2000 differentials among age and race/ethnicity groups were to prevail, the
total aggregate income would increase by 130.5 percent under the high-growth
scenatio and by 67.1 percent under the modest-growth scenario, compared to
the 162.1 and 84.2 percent respective increases in the number of households,
resulting in a decline in the overall level of per-household income in the State.
The average income for all Texas households would decline by more than
$6,500 from 2000 to 2040 (in 2000 constant dollars) under the high-growth
scenario and by $5,061 under the modest-growth scenario (See Appendix E
Exhibit E-8 and E-9)."!

The distributions of households by income level will also show a general shift
toward lower income categoties. For example, under the high-growth scenario,
the percentage of households with incomes below $25,000 would increase from
30.7 percent in 2000 to 38 percent in 2040 (in 2000 constant dollars), while the
percentage with incomes of $100,000 or more would decrease from 11.5
percent to 8 percent (See Appendix E Exhibit E-10 and E-11).'*

Poverty rates would increase by 4.0 percent for families if the demographic
trends projected under the high-growth scenario were to occur. Overall, if 2000
socioeconomic differentials do not change and if the population does change as
projected, Texas will be poorer in the future.'*’

If Texas could close the gap among racial/ethnic groups, the socioeconomic
implications could be dramatic. A simulation assuming that 1990-2000
increases in relative income between Anglos and African-Americans and
Anglos and Hispanics continued to 2040 suggests that, under the high-growth
scenario, total aggregate income by 2040 would increase by $93 billion and
average household income would decline by only $1,782 rather than by the
more than $6,500 projected to occur if 2000 differentials continue. Under a
simulation assuming that African-Americans and Hispanics come to have
Anglo levels of income and that household growth is at a level of the high-
growth scenario, aggregate income in Texas would increase by $295 billion and
average household income would be $63,116 rather than the $54,441 that it was
in 2000 or the $47,883 that is projected to be in 2040 under the assumption of
continuing 2000 differentials (See Appendix E Exhibit E-12). Changing the
socioeconomic differentials existing in Texas society is of clear significance for
changing the economic future of the State.'
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Higher Education Enrollment:

The number of Texas residents enrolled in Texas colleges and universities (at
both the graduate and undergraduate levels) increased by 64.3 percent from
1980 to 2000 and public college enrollment stood at more than 835,000 in
2000. General revenue costs for educational programs at colleges and
universities were more than $2.6 billion in 2000."

Projected Patterns:

Due to the fast pace growth of enrollment in community colleges, the number
of residents enrolled in universities was roughly 50,000 less than that in
community colleges in 2000 (370,970 in universities and 421,078 in community
colleges). Under the high-growth scenario, community college enrollment
would be 848,867 in 2040 compared to 676,942 in public universities, a
difference of nearly 172,000. (See Appendix E Exhibit E-13 and E-14)."*

In recent years, both community college and university enrollment have
become more diverse, but diversity is even greater in community colleges.
Under the high-growth scenario, 74.3 percent of community college students
and 67.7 percent of those in public universities in 2040 would be non-Anglo,
compared to 45.3 and 38.5 percent in 2000. ¥’ (See Appendix E Exhibit E-15).

Financial Assist :

The number of college students requiring financial assistance will increase
faster than total enrollment. Under the high-growth scenario, enrollment will
increase by 101.6 percent in public community colleges and by 82.5 percent in
public universities between 2000 and 2040, but the number of students with
financial needs unmet by household resources will increase by 120.1 percent for
community colleges and by 90.6 percent for public universities.'”®

In the absence of changes in populaton patterns and/or relative
139,

socioeconomic resources, the growth in enrollment will increase ™
(1) the number of persons, and the associated costs, in specialized
programs;
(2) total public costs for education;
(3) the number of students with unmet financial need; and
(4) the total level of financial assistance required by students and to be
provided by the State.
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INTERIM CHARGE FOUR

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with the following:

Identify the number of classified and unclassified positions in the adminisiration of
each university system and examine each major function, service, or activity performed
by university system offices, including:

(1) Central administration;

(2) academic affairs coordination and support;
(3) general council and other legal services;
(4) budgeting, accounting, and data reporting;
(5) fiscal management;

(6) facilities, planning and construction;

(7) governmental relations;

(8) audit services;

(9) real estate management;

(10) information technology services; and

(11) aircraft operation and usage.

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board surveyed the six university
systems and the Texas State Technical College System regarding the
administrative expense for each system including amount and type of expense
and a breakdown of expenses by Full-Time Employee and Full-Time Student
Equivalent.

This analysis presents the administrative tasks and associated employees that
receive direct state approptiations to the systems offices. The initial page
provides a summary of the system expenditures, which is followed by a more
detailed description that each system provided to the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board.

The system-wide reports ate an attempt to gather comprehensive data on the
systems to assist in understanding the complexity and diversity in the systems

. and their component universities, each with individual missions of creating and
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sustaining excellence in education, research and health-care in higher education
in Texas. Comparative analysis of system administration costs highlights the
differences in the various systems' operations. For example, the Texas State
University System, which has six universities and three two-year institutions,
has a very small central administration operation. In contrast, the University of
Texas System and Texas A&M University System are highly centralized and
provide not only the same basic functions, but a range of additional services for
their individual campuses. However, significant differences between these two
large systems make comparisons between them difficult. In particular, the
University of Texas System has six Health-Related Institutions, while the Texas
A&M System has one Health Science Center and various land grant research
and service agencies. As a result, substantially different types of support are
provided. The University of Texas System is unique also because it administers
disbursements for the Public University Fund (PUF).

A narrative of the uniqueness of the system offices was included in the Texas
Tech University System Report, which stated:

The value and worth, and effectiveness of a system administration
cannot be ascertained without considering the administrative cost ratios
at the component institutions. To truly evaluate the efficiency and
necessity of a system administration, the totality of administrative costs
should be considered, not just those attributable to the System offices
alone. It must be remembered that all of the system offices in the state,
while they share many common functions and traits, are different and
unique to the particular circumstances of the component institutions
they serve. Uniform, consistent comparisons are difficult to achieve.
Each system office should be evaluated as to its value and contribution
to not only the administrative efficiency of its components but also to
the value-added enhancement to the core academic enterprise.
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FY 2003 System Administration Cost
Full-Time Student Equivalent Basis
I & Full-Time System Employse Basis
FY 2003 Fult- Totai Number of System
Time Student  FY 2003 App Sy Number of GR Y ide A Cost
Equivalent Funds for 8y Cost A A Cost Funded per System-wide
System Components {FTSE) Administration pet FTSE System FTEs per System FTE by GR FiEs
University of Taxas System: $29,247 602 $207 246 $118,697 3,082 $148
UT-Arlington 19,510
UT-Austin 48,318
UT-Brownsville 219
UT-Dallas 10,768
UT-El Paso 13,042
UT-Pan American 12,883
UT-Permian Basin 2,108
UT-San Antonio 18,062
UT-Tyler 3,326
UT-Sauthwestern HSC - Deliss 1,911 i
UT- HSC - San Anlonio 2,680 i
UT- HSC - Houston 3112 ‘
UTMB - Galveston 2,125 :
UT MD Anderson o
University of Texas System Total FTSEs 140,997
l Texes ASM University System': $8,500,948 o8 ] $95.210 16,774 $507
Texas AZM University 40,700
Texas ASM University - Galveston 1,441
Taxas ASM University - Commerce 6,967
Taxas ASM Univensity - Corpus Christi 6,788
Texas ASM University - Kingsville 5,814
Taxas ASM Universily - Internatonal 3,075
Texas A&M University - Texarkana 904
Prairie View AAM University 6,044
Tardeton State University 7.3
West Texas AAM University 5847
Texas AXM University System Health Science Center 981
Texas Cooperative Extension (ASM)
Texas Agricultural Experiment Station AAM
Veterinary Medical Disgnostic Lab., Tx (ASM)
Texas Forest Service (ASM)
Wildiife Damage Management Service
Texas Engineering Experiment Station (A&M)
Texas Engineering Exiension Sarvice (A&M)
Texas Transportation Institute
Texas ASM University Systsm Total FTSEs 26,804
University of Houston System: $3,036,341 $69 72 $42.311 43804 5632
University of Houston 20,007
University of Houston - Clear Lake 5316
L y of Houston - D 7.000
University of Houston - Victoria 1.577
University of Houston System Total FTSEs 44,160
Taxas Tech University System: $9,696,272 $343 143 $67.611 4861 $1,993
Taxas Tach University 25904
Texas Tech University Health Science Center 2,3%
Texas Tech University System Total FTSEs 28256
University of North Texas System®: $3.732,263 $1% 39 $95,503 3720 $1,003
University of North Texas 25813
UNT Healith Science Canter at Fort Worth 1,04
University of North Texas System Total FTSEs 26,847
Texas State System: $1,558,3573 28 12 $126,935 5490 $284
Angelo State University 5,600
Lamar University 8,322
Lamar Stale Colieges’ 548
Sam Houston State University 11,8008
Texas State University - San Mercos 2.2m1
Sul Ross State University 1,704
Sul Ross State University - Rio Grande 678 :
Texas State University System Total FTSEs 55808 :
Texas Stste Technical Colleges: $3497,945 $329 30 $116,238 1,393 2,511
TSTC - Harfingen 315
TSTC - Marshad 632
TSTC - Waco 4,551
TSTC - West Taxas 1,744
Texas State Technical Colieges Tots! FTSEs 10,641
Noles:
1. The Texas A&M System provides adminisirative suppart for the various service agencies, but their students are not funded through stale appropriations. Therefore, no FTSEs are shown.
2. The UNT FTE has besn adusted fom that provided in the SAQ repart 1 incude appropr FTE for indr who pert; UNT System tasks but who are peid 100% by UNT.
3. Lamar State Colleges incude Lamar ly of T Jy. Lamar State College at Orange, and Lamar State College at Port Arthur.
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Response to Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education
Systems Work Group

Description of U. T. System Offices

July 2004

The University of Texas System is pleased to respond to the Joint Interim Committee on
Higher Education Systems Work Group. The information contained in this submission is provided in
response to Charge 4a and 4b of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education. This information
should be read and interpreted in conjunction with materials previously provided to the Work Group
via the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board.

Background

The nine academic campuses and six health institutions within The University of Texas System
educate one-third of all public university students in Texas and three-fourths of all Texas health
professionals — a larger proportion, by far, than any other system in the state. In fall 2003, System
institutions enrolled 177,956 students, including 167,770 at general academic universities and 10,186
at health science institutions. System-wide, there are 87,708 employees, including 8,902 academic
faculty and 6,500 health campus physicians, residents and fellows.

The System-wide annual operating budget for FY 2004 is $7.8 billion. For FY 2003, the
System had $1.45 billion in research expenditures (85 percent from federal or private funding sources)
and $1.14 billion in unsponsored charity care. In addition, the System has a six-year capital
construction budget totaling $4.6 billion. The System has more than $24 billion in total assets,
including more than $14.8 billion in investments under management.

One of the biggest differences between the U. T. System and other Texas university systems is
in the amount of health care delivery and health research conducted in the U. T. System. The six U. T.
System health institutions account for about half of the System’s employees, 64 percent of the
System’s total operating budget, and 65 percent of the annual research expenditures. Over 50 percent
of the health institution employees are funded either wholly or partially by patient care revenue.

About U, T. System Administration

The U. T. System Administration supports its academic and health institutions in creating and
sustaining excellence in education, research, and health care. The complexity and diversity of the
U. T. institutions and their missions sometimes results in administrative needs not found in other
systems.

Despite steady growth of the U. T. System due to increasing enrollment, patient care revenue,
and federally funded research, the System Administration continues to reduce administrative costs.
For example, the System Administration operating expenditures in FY 2003 were $29.25 million.
System-wide expenditures in FY 2003 were $7.35 billion. This translates into 39 cents out of every
$100 spent are solely for administrative costs. In FY 2004, the budget for general administration was
reduced by 5.7 percent as compared to FY 2003 budget — down to $28.9 million. As a result of this
reduction, administrative costs at the System Administration as a percentage of total expenditures are
projected to decline to .37 percent; or for every $100 spent, only 37 cents are spent on administration.
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Because of economies of scale and other efficiencies, administrative costs system-wide are
relatively low. The portion of the total budget of the System Administration and its component
institutions devoted to administrative expenses is approximately eight percent. By our calculations,
this administrative expense rate is slightly higher than in the Texas Tech University System and
slightly lower than in the Texas A&M University System.

The 245.9 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees that work in the general administration
functions of the System Administration at the end of FY 2003 oversee a wide range of centralized,
cost-effective, and value-added services. They have direct oversight over the nine academic campuses
and six health institutions, providing leadership in areas such as accountability, distance education,
budgeting and financial reporting, auditing, compliance, development and real estate. General
administration staff also respond to legislative requests and either complete or oversee preparation of
numerous statutorily required reports. The existence of the general administration function allows
System component institutions to participate in beneficial programs such as System-wide licensing of
software and centralized issuance of debt. Since November 2002, the System Administration has
operated under a flexible hiring freeze whereby no position may be filled or created without the
express approval of the Chancellor. This policy has enabled us to reduce the FY 2004 budgeted
general administration FTEs to 232.9 or 16.1 below the cap established by HB 1, 78™ Legislature.
Costs of these operations are funded by state appropriations, either general revenue or the Available
University Fund.

Many of the services provided by the System Administration are self-supported. At the end of
2003, 232.5 FTE employees were employed in these units. Services include facilities planning and
construction; Employee Group Insurance (EGI) and risk management services, medical and dental
application services, and claims and bankruptcy collections. Facilities planning and construction staff
are spread across the state overseeing all phases of campus construction projects from design and
development, to construction, and to ribbon-cutting. These important functions are funded through
user fees. The Employee Group Insurance Program provides health insurance and other related
benefits for approximately 150,000 employees and dependents. The risk management area offers
workers’ compensation insurance, unemployment compensation insurance, property and casualty
insurance, professional liability insurance for the System’s physicians and similar programs. Both EGI
and risk management programs are funded through premiums assessed to component institutions and
employees. Other self-supporting activities are typically funded through user fees, interest/endowment
income or other revenue generated by the operations themselves.

The U. T. System has special administrative duties related to the fiduciary responsibility of the
Board of Regents for the Permanent University Fund and other endowments, the administration of
bonds backed by the PUF, and the management of 2.1 million acres of University Lands in West
Texas. The PUF provides benefits to the U. T. System and the Texas A&M University System. As
allowed by the Article 7, Section 18 of the Texas Constitution, costs of administering the PUF are paid
directly from PUF assets. Approximately 50 FTE employees work to oversee the surface and mineral
interests related to University Lands and provide legal and audit support. Additionally, funds are paid
to outside managers to administer the investments of the PUF.

Some services are funded through gift and other grant activities (i.e., endowments). In FY
2003, the U. T. System was awarded grants from both the Houston Endowment and the Meadows
Foundation to develop a student readiness course for the 1 1" grade TAKS test along with related
professional development courses for teachers. During FY 2004, the Texas Education Agency has
awarded $8.8 million of grants for the Reading First Technical Assistance Program to provide training
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to teachers and to advance reading education in Texas public schools. When fully operational, this
program will have approximately 70 employees deployed around the State providing assistance to
local school districts.

The U. T. System has been called on by the Legislature to assist other universities and state
agencies as well as its own institutions. For example, U. T. System administers the police training
academy and the Texas Medical and Dental Schools Application Service for all Texas universities, as
well as the Joint Admission Medical Program, created by the 77™ Legislature to support and encourage
highly qualified but economically disadvantaged students in preparing for and succeeding in medical
school. The U. T. System Board of Regents (through the University of Texas Investment Management
Co.) helps manage the investment of funds from the state’s tobacco lawsuit settlement. All nine of the
state’s health institutions, as well as the Baylor College of Medicine, benefit from the System’s
management of these funds.

The U. T. System has prepared an accountability and institutional improvement report that
presents the most comprehensive statistical portrait ever developed for Texas higher education
institutions. The Accountability and Performance Report for 2003-04 (available for viewing at
http://www.utsystem.edu/cha/AcctRpt/2003/homepage.htm) was designed as a guide to the public and
policymakers on how well the system and its 15 campuses are carrying out their responsibilities, as
well as an aid for administrators in planning. A good accountability system clearly defines an
organization’s mission, goals, priorities, initiatives, where it intends to add value, and lays out
measures or indicators of progress toward those goals. Most simply, accountability means taking
responsibility for and measuring the effectiveness of what you do. An effective accountability system
makes it possible to answer these questions:

o Where do the U.T. System and its component institutions seek to excel?

o How does U.T. System intend to act strategically to accomplish its goals?

¢ How well are the System and component institutions doing to achieve their goals and add
value; what needs to be done next?

For the FY 2005 fiscal year, the U. T. System has engaged external auditors to provide a full
financial audit of its operations. Through this process, U.T. System is implementing the “spirit” of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act (“Act”). An external audit is the cornerstone of the Act. U.T. System is obtaining
an external audit to demonstrate that it has a sound financial base and adequate resources to support the
mission of the organization and the scope of its programs and services.

The U. T. System believes institutional compliance is an important stewardship function. The
System Administration oversees a system-wide program to ensure compliance with all applicable laws,
rules, regulations, policies and procedures at all U. T. institutions. By training our employees to do the
right thing, conduct risk assessments, and monitor operational activities to reduce risk, our institutional
compliance programs are dramatically improving the compliance culture throughout the U.T. System.
Our objective is to establish compliance risk management as an integral part of the everyday activities
of all U. T. employees.

Texas University Systems

The seven university systems are diverse in their missions and methods of operation. The U. T.
System is unique in its heterogeneous mixture of institutions including nine general academic units and
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six health-related institutions including four hospitals. The Texas A&M University System has nine
general academic units, a health science center and numerous research agencies. Texas Tech
University System and University of North Texas System each have one academic unit (with
associated educational centers or system centers) and one health science center. The University of
Houston System includes four general academic institutions. The Texas State University System has
six general academic institutions and three two-year institutions and the Texas State Technical College
System has an entirely different mission with four colleges and seven campuses.

Each university system has adapted its operations to meet its unique needs and circumstances.
The U. T. System is the largest and most diverse in the State and has an operating budget of $7.8
billion for FY 2004. The Texas A&M System is next in size with an operating budget of $2.25 billion
for FY 2004 (Source: TAMU System Board of Regents Minutes August 30, 2003). Both system
administrative offices are highly centralized and have dedicated staff. Texas Tech has a similar
staffing arrangement. The staffs of North Texas and Houston share responsibilities between the
system and the primary university. The Texas State System is highly decentralized and most of the
functions performed centrally at other systems are provided by individual Texas State component
institutions. Each higher education system office has evolved to meet the needs of its institutions.

The model of funding for each system differs substantially. Receiving approximately $1
million per year in general revenue support to manage a $7.8 billion System, U. T. System
Administration relies on the constitutionally provided Available University Fund to support the core
administrative functions. Costs of core functions are not typically passed to component institutions in
the form of charge-backs or assessments. Most of the other systems rely more extensively on charge-
backs to their components to fund operations.

THECB Analysis of System Offices

Through a collaborative process, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB)
has conducted a survey of the seven university systems and has provided a summary of system
expenditures, including comparisons by full-time student equivalent (FTSE) and FTE employees. The
final iteration of the comparison schedule computes total system administration cost per FTSE, per
system administration FTE, and per system-wide FTE funded by GR (interpreted to mean all
appropriated funds).

The primary missions of the U. T. System include education, research, public service and
patient care. The ratios included by THECB primarily measure the first of these missions. Additional
metrics that may help illustrate the other areas could include research expenditures per System FTE
and indigent care provided. While no other system has hospitals, inpatient and outpatient admissions
are, nevertheless, important benchmarks for the U. T. System.

What can be determined from the data is that the systems are different. Funding methodology
differences such as certain component assessments being excluded from the numerator because they
are not “appropriated” distort the results. Additionally, differences in operations such as Texas Tech
System’s centralization of police and development functions at the System level dramatically affect
their ratios. Measures such as amounts per FTSE misrepresent costs for U. T. System since the
medical components make up over 60 percent of the FY 2004 operating budget yet have only 7 percent
of our FTSEs. U. T. Health Center at Tyler has no students yet still requires support from the central
administration. Similarly, U. T. MD Anderson Cancer Center has only 94 students even though it is
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the largest component of the U. T. System. A&M has a similar circumstance with its service agencies.
Drawing comparisons without significant qualification of the underlying data can be misleading due to
any one of these differences.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION

University System Administration Survey
FY 2003 Employee FTEs by Activity Type and Method of Finance

General Administration (funded by General Revenue and

Avaiiable University Fund, appropriated by Legislature)

Permanent University Fund Management (funded by a
transfer from the PUF, allowed by Article 7,
Section 18 of the Texas Constitution)

Self-Supported Activities (funded by institutional funds
including insurance premiums, charges for services,
interest/endowment income, state contracts and
component assessments)

Gift and Grant Activities (funded by gifts, grants and
endowment income)

TOTAL - UT System Administration (State Auditor's
Quarterly FTE Report for the 4th Quarter of FY 2003)
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Administrative

and Classified
Professional Employees Total
87.7799 158.1619 245.9418
18.3300 31.7225 50.0525
74.6356 157.8563 232.4919
1.0000 1.9521 2.9521
181.7455 349.6928 531.4383
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The Texas A&M University System
Administrative and General Offices

Executive Summary

The Texas A&M University System is one of the larger systems of higher education in the nation. Its ten universities, seven state land-grant
agencies, and a comprehensive health science center include about 100,000 degree credit students, another million plus direct service
recipients, which are together served by approximately 25,000 faculty and staff.

The A&M System has developed incrementally over time, largely in response to the needs of its member institutions for additional services,
and this process continues even now.

To a greater extent than any other system in Texas, the A&M System has developed and implemented a policy to consolidate at the system
level the essential services and functions that will provide economies of scale efficiencies and value-added services to its members that would
otherwise be too expensive to acquire and maintain by each member individually. For example, all the internal auditors and legal counsel of
the A&M System are within the system’s budget. On the other hand, in most if not all the other Texas systems, some of the internal auditors
and attorneys are budgeted at the system office, and others are in the components” budgets.

Almost all the costs associated with these centralized services are assessed to and paid for by the A&M System Members from their own
funds. The Board of Regents, in the exercise of due diligence to determine the efficiency value of these centralized system services, engaged
Accenture, an independent, nationally recognized business consulting firm. After its study was conducted Accenture reported to the Board
that the A&M System’s cost cutting and on-going centralized services had saved its member institutions approximately $24.3 million in each
of the last 5 years, and that these were on-going. [Reference: Value Targeting Initiative, Final Report, July 24, 2003, pages 17 and 18.]

Total FY 2003 expenditures for the A&M System office totaled $262.8 million. Of this amount, 98% or $257.4 million was expended for
centralized services and essential programs on behalf of all A&M System member institutions. The balance, $5.4 million, was used to carry
out the functions most often regarded as the principal functions of a university system office: the governance and executive leadership
functions. The FY 2003 expense breakdown is summarized below:

1.  $5.4 million relates to the governance and leadership functions of the A&M System. (Funding for these functions is provided
from both appropriated and non-appropriated funds.)

2. $20.3 million relates to the cost of providing centralized services on behalf of, and paid for (with the exception of a small
amount) by, A&M System member institutions. (A small portion of these services are funded with appropriated funds.)

3. $233.3 million relates to pass-through activities which include:

e the debt program for the A&M System ($136.4 million) which, in part ($33.9 million), is funded through the biennial
appropriation of the legislature via tuition revenue bond (TRB) appropriations;

e the A&M System group health/dental program (893.4 million) funded from employee and employer premiums which is
operated for the benefit of our employees (note: these group benefits are analogous to those provided through the ERS
for other institutions of higher education);

o the A&M System workers’ compensation insurance program ($1.4 million) funded from employer assessments which is
operated for the benefit of our employees; and

e the A&M System property insurance program ($2.1 million) funded from employer assessments and operated for the
benefit of our member institutions.

4. $3.8 million relates to external, competitively earned contracts and grants which are administered by the System office; these
grants relate primarily to the system’s Partnerships in Public Education Initiative.

TOTAL - $262.8 million

The following sections provide a brief description of the principal administrative and service functions of the A&M System Office:

GOVERNANCE & LEADERSHIP FUNCTIONS

CENTRAL ADMINSTRATION

The governance office of the A&M System Board of Regents is budgeted within the central administration area and these governance
activities provide the basic framework for all other SAGO activities. The executive offices of SAGO (Chancellor and executive team)
provide the leadership, strategic directioning, and fiduciary management and oversight for the entire A&M System. As with any leadership
teamn, an essential responsibility of the A&M System central administration is to ensure that all members’ strategic objections and operations
are in compliance with existing laws and regulations, and that each entity is accountable to the executive management, the Board of Regents,
and the citizens of the State of Texas.
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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COORDINATION AND SUPPORT
The Office of Academic and Student Affairs provides leadership, guidance, planning and coordination to member universities, health science

center, and agencies on issues relating to academic programs, new program development and future academic planning, as well as faculty and
student issues. The office represents the A&M System before the Texas Higher Education Coordination Board.

COMPLIANCEHUB OFFICE/POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

This functional area is responsible for policy compliance oversight across the A&M System, policy development and implementation
assistance, and the coordination and facilitation of an expanding HUB program.

CENTRALIZED SERVICES

GENERAL COUNSEL AND OTHER LEGAL SERVICES

With all legal staff operating from a single, cohesive unit within the System Office organization, the Office of General Counsel provides legal
advice, counsel, and representation to all members of the A&M System. Each member is assigned a liaison attormey for day to day
requirements; however, each attomey is also assigned a number of subject matter specialty issues for which they are responsible. As
necessary, the liaison attorneys seek out expertise from other attomeys on any specific subject matter issues as they arise. With this type of

organizational style, each member has direct access to a specific counsel but, at the same time, also has the benefit of a vast array of legal
expertise throughout this organizational unit.

BUDGETING, ACCOUNTING, AND DATA REPORTING

This office is responsible for financial accounting and reporting oversight; coordination of financial, tax, and fiscal activities throughout the
A&M System; direction of activities and functions related to appropriation requests and operating budgets; development and implementation
of a management information reporting system; and the preparation and oversight of the short and long-form facilities and administrative rate
(indirect cost) calculations for the A&M System members. This office works hand-in-hand with the information technology area and
provides guidance and direction to our members to ensure consistency in data reporting through our system-wide administrative applications
(i.e. payroll and accounting).

FISCAL MANAGEMENT
The office provides centralized financial services to the Members of The Texas A&M University System through efficient cash, debt, and
investment management and assists in each Member’s long-term capital planning.

FACILITIES AND CONSTRUCTION

The Office of Facilities Planning and Construction is responsible for executing the program to plan, design, and construct facilities of the
highest quality in support of the teaching, research, and service mission of the A&M System. In FY 2003, expenses associated with these
functional activities totaled over $98 million which reflected projects initiated on behalf of the members of the A&M System.

GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

The governmental relations office is the key point of contact between the A&M System and its member institutions and agencies and the
Texas Legislature, the Office of the Governor, and other executive branch and legislative agencies. This office monitors issues and
legislation affecting higher education and coordinates the efforts of the A&M System and its members in preparing responses to legislative
and gubematorial requests.

The OfTice of Research and Federal Relations coordinates the A&M System’s efforts at the federal level — working with the Texas senators
and congressional delegation and key federal agencies. Particular effort is focused on identifying additional research opportunities for our
institutions and agencies and working to bring the research to Texas.

AUDIT SERVICES

The Texas A&M System Internal Audit Department is the sole provider of intemal audit services (including investigative audit services) for
the A&M System and its member institutions and agencies. The Department reports to the A&M System Board of Regents enabling it to
provide value-added auditing services using an independent, system-wide risk based approach. This Department satisfies the A&M System’s
requirements related to the State’s Internal Auditing Act.

REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT
All real estate transactions, with the exception of campus leases and leases handled by the General Services Commission, are consolidated in
System Real Estate Office (SREO). The SREO is responsible for:

*  Sales, Exchanges, Purchases, Gifts, and Condemnations

*  Agricultural Lease Negotiation and Administration

*  Oil and Gas Lease Negotiation and Administration

*  Environmental Site Assessments

*  Valuation / Market Studies

*  Inventory Accountability
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

This functional area is responsible for the daily operation and maintenance of the centralized accounting system (Financial Accounting and
Management Information System - FAMIS) which is used by all but 3 members, the centralized payroll system (Budget/Payroll/Personnel
System - BPP) which is utilized by all members of the A&M System, and other administrative applications which are available for use by all
members. The A&M System is fairly unique in its ability to offer these administrative systems which were developed and are currently
maintained by SAGO staff. FAMIS includes 9 different modules (i.e. annual financial reporting, budget, sponsored projects, fixed assets)
and processes in excess of 7.9 million transactions per fiscal year via approximately 3,300 on-line users throughout the state. The budget and
annua) financial reporting modules are used by all members. The BPP System is a centrally administered computer system which provides
standardized reporting, simplification of employee record keeping, and simplification of tax reporting. This system processes over 900,000
payroll transactions per year, provides service for 350 on-line users located throughout the state, and produces over 51,500 tax forms for
employees

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AND USAGE

Operated as a service department, this functional area is responsible for the operation and maintenance of two System aircraft for the benefit
of all System members.

RISK MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION

The Risk Management and Safety Office is responsible for administration of the System’s self-insured workers’ compensation program;
development and administration of a System-wide environmental health and safety program; and management of designated financial
exposures, utilizing various risk avoidance and transfer techniques as appropriate.

HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION/EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

The A&M System Human Resources (HR) office provides leadership and quality service in all areas of HR for its internal and external
constituencies. This includes, but is not limited to, group insurance benefits, communications and training, compensation administration,
retirement programs, and HR policy development and interpretation for all members.

OTHER

CONTRACT AND GRANT ADMINISTRATION
Contract and grant administration ($3.8 million) associated with the Partnerships in Public Education Initiative which includes funding
parterships from across the state and nation.

OTHER ORGANIZATIONAL OPERATIONS
This category includes the maintenance and operations of the building housing the A&M System Offices as well as some employee training
and assistance programs offered system-wide.

While the main focus of the system office’s operation is directed to providing leadership and service to our member institutions, we are also
charged with maintaining our own organizational independence. Since the A&M System’s organizational structure includes many
centralized business activities for our own members, SAGO maintains its own organizational structure by operating a business, budget, and
payroll office function, handling human resource requirements for our own employees, overseeing cash and risk management activities, and
maintaining our information technology systems.

Over the past years, several different Boards of Regents and Chancellors have led the expansion of the system. New member institutions
were added by the legislature: Texas A&M-Commerce, Texas A&M-Texarkana and the Baylor College of Dentistry in the 1995 Session. In
addition, the 78% Legislature passed SB 800, which authorizes Texas A&M-San Antonio and Texas A&M-Central Texas, subject to certain
conditions. When deemed strategic and efficient, the board has directed the addition of certain functions at the system level; e.g. internal
audit and federal relations. As indicated above, the A&M System is a dynamic, not static system.

43




o

00'9 ToH'164 z06‘'02 PoL'TIg suopeIdQ YWy Wwasls
afus() ¥ BOREIAQ YRBIY 11

/u 608 Lh1 60t . YIOMIIN 0IPIA XL SUBLL

(154 £9€‘zot £ot'zot $30JAIS YIOMIaN 3 Jndwoooldp

gt 0z 80g'€6z°1 S6L'VET og'gzh't wAkAS "oju] ‘WS SupUNoRY [VRURIL] IpiM-WALLS

LzT1 680°z6%*1 6g80°z6¥1 $0JAJIS [[014v] IPIM-mANSAS
s0)aag ABojowmpaa | nopsmIopu] ‘01

o5y gor'ogt 80198t Ansg (o WAAS
JRuddeasy AN BIY ‘6

05'5E 186029z 186'029' PRy [Pwaa] wAsis
SNAIE YPOY  °g

zeba 60tzle | 17A 7 4 SUORU[TY [R42P2,] 28 YRu2IsTY 10] JO[J30UETD) ANA

p ozh9t Yob P16 +88°'056 (AANS) SUORWIY [WUIWULIAOY) 10] JO[]SOTNYD VA
Gz o1 SUORURY FINAWIIN0D L

Aw,.‘mthna.. SO HAURYS JOut pu) ﬁ:s.::&;c.y At 51800 asal )
DEGLETFES - werforf soRdnnsun) Apm-isis

09°S9 061199'p o61'199'Y uopannsuo) § ‘Sujaueld ‘sopiovg

TORMOSUO) puw SINI[PSA ‘9

s/u wehetiott 128'v9E'9C1 w0l JUIUISIAU]/OIALIG 1G] IPIM-WINRAS
00'9 6bLL6Y (277734 UOISASIUTWPY SI4AIIS AMssal ],
wfemy eSS

ication to the 79th Lepislature

00°9% T1°6651 TIL°665'T Supunoxy 3 KBpng Jo YO
Sunuoday ne( ¥ ‘Supunowy ‘Supifpng v

her Edh;

=

.um 05'0€ obo'v6z 19'LEo'e uige's [OSUNO)) (113020
NAIIE REF] JHQ ¥ 38R0 19U €

g
Y v/u £86'goz 16ezey voz1to SIAPVIIU] PM-WANSAS
Hooo Ste's 195229 908'z9 SINLY TIPS 3 JUIIPUIY 10j JOJIAUNY) 0NN
g Hoddng } COREIPIO0) KIFRLJY WIPRIY B
=
nm w/u s/u s/u g6zvz T95‘gle 65g'z0t [RaRL L Japnoaxy

00°€ 000 oot Li'Se L1g'ese 66'gLE SUORWOUNURIO) JO YO
m 00C 00t 001 GoSYs 659°'gSe o1‘'09¢ SNJALIG ssuIINg 10§ JO[jAOURY) ANA
Yooz 00°1 00'1 L96'C 66€'66T 99€‘€ot TORROSIURRPY 10§ JO[[3OURY) A
..m oo'b 00z 00T [: 1454 90b‘G9S €eL'L9S lofavy) Aindaq
+{oo9 00'S 001 6vL'giv S6T'LES ¥0'gS6 20{{0UNY) Y3 Jo dYO
m 058G ose 00T vz/'€6 o1o‘o6¥ £eLegs KqualR] Jo pivog I3 Jo BWO
i sopeRejURmpY [eQua) T
A Wy _|vioddng | _Joid/ ujmpy OJAIIE “PRAIPY  (SPUN] [PUopnWisaD) | GAINS/ANV/MD) | osuedxg Valy [NUORPUN
Gl suopjjsod JuedRA Puy 9d e SNV UORENHURUPY ooy
g suopisod padipng A4 IPM-uRIky  puRIwNnwo)  pedoddngyes BRWD €00z A4

“ Voot X1 AONVNLI A0 GOHIAW

Aaamng uopEOHUIEPY WAREE A)sIdayun)

S0YJQ [RIPID } AALASIWPY
WALSAS ALISHAAINN W¥V SVXALAHL

Rep



.oﬁeuu_gﬂﬁ.vﬁ-uotun-nos:i%—-i-ogiuggﬂisagiﬁas:g .-

[A] BB s .—4.@
6So‘zh6‘09 SIRIAROY JUUMSAU]/JAIIS 330
m TESooTI (128 19p BupnX2) [N01-qN§
R Lg9'6T1T Quamssawy Jakordury Ruemsa] Aadold pamsul-fos
| [l actiat suawssssy Jafojdury uemea] uogesuaduio) KI1I0A PANSUL-JIS
mo £88'69'C6 sumpuialg 334odwy 3 sako[dwy WU/ MVOH PAmeu}-JIo5
6(8TSY spun Yo
4 99108t SRRV Pasve 94
g 686'6+8'91 15120U] PUY QUIASTETY PPARSY WIS 10U
o ‘spunj [vuopnmpse]
4 869°‘TIg‘t SJUBLD) PUE SPVQUOD
8 06TVEE 0}Ala8 1GRP - PR (WU VRS
a 95z'ge6"s puny [uIUl [Vpds
.m LEo'E611y (1) 301AI98 1GOP - PUN AYSIAALUN AQULAY
S ThSLOg‘S pun AQsidagug) AQUIIRAY
-3 9Eg'¥6g'cE (IVEH/EYL) P18 1G3P - INTMTY [1IUD
m oS1‘S19 ANUAMFY [W12UD
]
o FONVNL A0 AOHLINW
; r——r—.
¥ THT 3 TVIOL|
v/u 9g1‘oSt 99t‘0St SRRV Jeawmdojana(] sakojdmy Ipim-mnsss
00T Lov'll 199662 Lg5'9LE suoguiadQ 3 soavuuRN Smpimg
) suopeiad( NuOREZIERIQ SO ‘9T
@mc.mn gé9'TIg't g6o'ng't CORENSTEUIPY JGRLI) PUB PeOUo) §1
m 00'S (1134 188'62E 66zvee uopwimwdu] L¥od/RPWO anH/»usyidwmo) 1
ﬂ s/u £88'69£'€6 £gg'69L'€6 Ruemsu] Rlojdmy [Quaq/qIsH
.m Kapoe SUIUO PAMSULJRS
o
p
0062 10b06¥'1 954601 L51'009°1 AyunpoddQ 1seuwiojdury [enbj/ UREpyY $30mosay GEmINE] €t
g
q s/u ofl'o obL‘or souwmsuj sopusuaadmoy) yuewiojduaugy
.M. w/u £Lg9'6e1'T 1g9'621'T sousmsu] Kasdoid
m‘ s/u 217 QIL'EPYY souwmsu] uopesuadmo) SINIOM
(% KPAROE STIUIO PANSUY-JIOS
gvo'gg6 gbo'9g6 uopRASTWPY Juauleus |y N TX
7w BRIV (pund (vuopmpesaD)  (ANS/ANV/¥0) | osusdxg Ty [PUORAUIL]
92q R0 SHPAIRY uopRLSUEPY PRy
, suogjsod parspng ALI IpM-mAes pue penuwoy __ puioddng g IR €00z AA
¥00Z X1 HAONVNLA A0 OHILANW

£samg uopenSUIMPY WAKAS AJjesaagun)

SIOYO (RIS } ANSDSUWPY
WALSAS ALISHIAING WHY SVXALAHL

45



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY SYSTEM

I. OVERVIEW

The Texas Tech University System (TTUS) is composed of the following components: the
Texas Tech University System Administration (TTUSA); Texas Tech University (TTU); and
Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center (TTUHSC). TTU’s primary campus is in
Lubbock and also has educational centers in Abilene, Amarillo, Fredericksburg, Junction and
Marble Falls. The TTUHSC’s primary campus is also in Lubbock, with regional campuses in
Amarillo, El Paso, Odessa, Midland and Dallas.

The TTUSA has a direct legislative appropriation of $436,368 for FY 2004. The majority of
TTUSA’s budget is provided through charges for services to the TTU and TTUHSC budgets.

II. INSTITUTIONAL ORGANIZATION

The Texas Tech University System Board of Regents is the governing board of the Texas Tech
System. The board reviews major issues and establishes policy for the System and its
components.

TTUSA is the executive arm of the System. The Chancellor serves as the Chief Executive
Officer for the Texas Tech University System. TTUSA includes the shared services areas of:
General Counsel, Governmental Relations, Institutional Advancement, Facilities Planning and
Construction, the Chief Financial Office, Marketing & Communications, Community Relations,
Audit Services, and Police Services.

In addition to services commonto most or all other systems, TTUSA provides two services that
are not managed centrally by any other system. They are centralized fund raising and police
services. Because of the proximity of the primary campuses of the two components in Lubbock,
the efficiencies of maintaining a centralized police department are material. Effective
fundraising initiatives are achieved with system level oversight including donor outreach,
identification of priorities, and coordinated capital campaigns. Half of the FTE employees of the
system offices, 49.6% or 125.55 FTE, and 35.4% or $6.252 million of TTUSA’s total operating
expenses were budgeted for these two functions in FY 2004.

III. ACCOUNTABILITY

In December of 2002, the Board of Regents of the Texas Tech University System approved a
systemwide strategic plan and accountability system that incorporates an integrated set of
benchmarks and performance measures tied to specific goals. The primary goals are matched
with key benchmarks to measure progress toward those goals and to provide accountability and
transparency. The Board is committed to an annual review and update of the strategic plan and
accountability system to ensure it continues to be a useful planning tool and an effective method
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of accountability. Texas Tech intends to modify the existing System strategic plan to incorporate
and directly link to the statewide accountability system when adopted at the state level.

Additional efforts to provide quality services in an effective and efficient manner to students,
parents, the legislature, executive branch and general public have resulted in the Board
commissioning a Texas Tech University System Cost Saving, Efficiency, and Revenue
Enhancement Study by Accenture. This study was completed in 2004 and is available on
request. Although Texas Tech’s administrative expense ratios are among the lowest for higher
education in Texas, the Board of Regents and the administration commissioned this review of the
System and its institutions to identify additional cost savings, efficiencies and revenue
enhancements that can be applied to the academic missions of the component institutions.

IV. EFFECTIVENESS

The value and worth, and effectiveness of a system administration cannot be ascertained without
considering the administrative cost ratios at the component institutions. To truly evaluate the
efficiency and necessity of a system administration, the totality of administrative costs should be
considered, not just those attributable to the system offices alone. It must be remembered that all
of the system offices in the state, while they share many common functions and traits, are
different and unique to the particular circumstances of the component institutions they serve.
Uniform, consistent comparisons are difficult to achieve. Each system office should be
evaluated as to its value and contribution to not only the administrative efficiency of its
components but also to the value — added enhancement of the core academic enterprise.

V. FUNCTIONAL ORGANIZATION

The Texas Tech University System currently performs or coordinates many collaborative
functions between the three components: Texas Tech University, Texas Tech University Health
Sciences Center, and Texas Tech University System Administration. Principal among these are:

1. Strategic Planning — The System offices and the Board of Regents provide significant
support for strategic planning. As Texas Tech’s institutions look to the future,
examining how they will continue to improve their academic status and further serve
the students and citizens of Texas is of greatest importance.

2. Fund Raising Infrastructure — The Institutional Advancement Office is staffed with
senior fundraisers. Infrastructure is in place to support major fund raising initiatives
and activities systemwide. Although TTUS successfully recently completed a major
capital campaign, there is a continued emphasis on fundraising necessitated by the
current economic conditions and the need to continue to grow resources to assist
students with scholarships and build support for quality faculty. The reporting of this
function to the Chancellor is unique among higher education systems in Texas.

3. Shared Information Systems - Major information systems for Accounting, Payroll,
Human Resources, On-Line Travel, Student Information, and Financial Aid are
provided. These major systems are supported and maintained by the Technology
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

Operations and Systems Management and Information Systems departments. The
Texas Tech University System is the only System in the State of Texas to have
centralized support for all major administrative information systems.

Legal — Full legal services are supported systemwide by qualified staff which
minimize legal risks in a cost-effective manner.

Audit Services - Internal audit provides systemwide reviews of administrative and
accounting internal controls and assessments of quality of performance.

Facilities Planning and Construction - All major projects are supported systemwide
through one operation. Each component of the TTUS has completed a Campus
Master Plan for the future. These plans are for needed new educational and research
facilities, parking structures, and campus design.

Equal Employment Opportunity — The EEO staff ensures that equal employment
opportunity exists in all personnel transactions within the TTUS.

Investments — Strong portfolio management of Long Term Investments
(endowments).

Cash Management — Management of day-to-day cash position and operations.

. Debt Management — Fully qualified debt management staff and appropriate reserves

enable the TTUS to receive an Aa rating.

Utilities — All major utilities are bought and supplied through the TTU Physical Plant
departmernt.

Microsoft Site License — Microsoft basic software is available to all students, facuity,
and staff through payment of a base fee.

Internet Services — High-Speed Internet services systemwide are supported through a
single provider.

Risk Management — Implkmentation and responsibility for the TTUS risk
management program, including workers compensation support and the systemwide
HeartFirst Automated External Defibrillator program.

News (Information Services) — Fully staffed public information and relations function
supports all the system components.

Communication Services — All telephone and operator related services are provided
through a central department.

Governmental Relations —Presence in Austin and Washington to provide requested
information and to track System issues.

Library Collaboration - Component libraries cooperatively purchase library materials
including books and periodicals.

19. Police — Police services in Lubbock are under a systemwide central command. The

reporting of this function to the Chancellor is unique among higher education systems
in Texas.

20. Community Relations and Cultural Diversity — Directed efforts to increase the

diversity of the TTUS.
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University of Houston System Administration

QOverview

The UH System Administration supports the four UH System universities in fulfilling their missions. Services
are consolidated within the system for the most cost efficient and effective use of resources. In addition, the
UHSA provides the UH System Board of Regents with information and advice so that they may set policy and
fulfill their fiduciary responsibility to the people of Texas.

Unlike other university systems in Texas, the UH System does not have a separate system administration.
Rather, system functions are executed by a senior administration that possesses responsibilities on behalf of both
the UH System Administration and the University of Houston. The Chancellor of the UH System also serves as
President of the University of Houston. Similarly, there are vice chancellors and vice presidents who serve dual
roles in the following functional areas:

Academic Affairs

Administration and Finance

Governmental Relations

General Counsel

Universty Advancement

Research and Intellectual Property Management
Information Technology

Student Affairs

Within these functional areas, the extent to which responsibilities are university-based versus system-based
varies greatly. Below are the major UH System Administration responsibilities:

Academic Affairs: Facilitates the delivery of higher education services that are responsive to the needs of the
people of Texas and the greater Houston metropolitan area.

+  Coordinates academic program development that addresses the needs of the entire service area, guards
against inefficient duplication of effort, and allows for collaboration where appropriate.

+  Coordinates strategic planning that emphasizes the distinct missions of the universities in light of
identified Board of Regents priorities.

¢  Represents the universities before the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board to secure approval
for their academic initiatives.

«  Coordinates the development and operations of UH System multi-institution teaching centers.

+  Provides oversight for Houston’s public television and radio stations (KUHT-TV and KUHF-FM)

Administration and Finance: Provides support for financial and administrative operations.

. Provides centralized services to the universities, including payroll, accounts payable, and linked
contracting.

«  Maintains policies and procedures for auditing and financial reporting.

+  Coordinates and facilitates the development of university budgets.

«  Maximizes the return on investment of the UH System endowment.

Governmental Relations: Represent university interests before government officials.

o Acts as a liaison between university officials and constituencies and state and federal officials.
+  Pursues governmental relations activities that maximize positive public exposure for the universities.
Provides analysis and information to the universities relating to governmental action and activities.
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General Counsel Provides all legal services for the benefit of the UH System and its component universities.

»  Provides advice to university leadership on all legal matters affecting the UH System and its component
institutions.

»  Facilitates legal representation of the UH System and its component institutions by the Attorney
General and outside counsel] in administrative proceedings and litigation in state and federal court.

University Advancement: Assists the universities in securing support from external constituencies.

+  Coordinates marketing and communications initiatives that present an accurate and effective image of
the UH System universities.
» Facilitates and coordinates development initiatives that maximize private donations to the universities.

Research and Intellectual Property Management: Facilitates the acquisition and management of external
research funding and associated intellectual properties.

» Develops research priorities and programs based on the academic strengths of the institution and
enhances efforts to build multidisciplinary research programs across centers, colleges, and UHS
campuses.

« Enhances research infrastructure by providing better facilities and services across UHS components.

o Enhances the resources for intellectual property management to increase the UHS intellectual property
portfolio and associated income.

o  Assists in UHS planning and budgeting, and in the production of a UHS federal and state agenda that
will impact research and intellectual property programs and policies.

» Develops policies and procedures and provides oversight of federal compliance standards to assure
continued eligibility for research funding.

¢ Provides research reporting for the UHS Board of Regents and oversight of research financial data and
research reporting for the UH campus.

Information Technology: Facilitates the use of information technology for the benefit of the universities and the
students they serve.

o Facilitates the use of information technology to enhance the quality of educational programs and
expand access to instructional services.

+  Uses information technology to streamline operations, conserve financial resources, and increase
productivity across the System.

+  Enhances communications networks among the universities to provide greater access, speed, and
reliability.

Student Affairs: provides effective support for the delivery of enrollment management and a broad array of
student services:

¢  Coordinates compliance with federal and state regulations and directives in the student service area
such as FERPA, HIPAA, & the state Uniform Recruitment and Retention reports;

o Identifies best practices in the delivery of services and facilitates partnerships among the component
institutions such as web-based job placement.

o Develops systemwide approaches to shared responsibilities, such as the joint purchase of software for
SEVIS compliance and the joint purchase of student health insurance.

In addition to these functional areas, which report to the UH System Chancellor, there are also responsibilities
performed directly on behalf of the UH System Board of Regents and paid for through the UHSA appropriation.
These include the Office of the Board of Regents and the Department of Internal Auditing. The Board Office
provides administrative support to the regents in executing their duties. The office is responsible for organizing
all board meetings, including the preparation of agendas and minutes, as well as ensuring compliance with
applicable state laws. The Internal Auditing Department is responsible for evaluating the UH System’s fiscal
integrity and compliance with applicable state and federal laws, as well as board/institutional policies. The
department also functions as a resource tool for management, enabling the UH System to monitor the
effectiveness with which policies are followed, objectives met and control systems followed.
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM SUMMARY

The Texas State University System, in response to the recent Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education —
Systems Work Group request to update our System Office information in relation to Charge 4(a) identify the number
and types of classified and unclassified positions in administration of each university system; and Charge 4(b) examine
each major function, service, activity performed by System Offices, submits the following revised narrative.

The Texas State University System is the third largest higher education System in terms of student
enrollment, with a student population of almost 66,000. Like the University of Texas and Texas A&M Systems, there
are multiple campuses across the state. However, in spite of the size and scope of the System, the System office has
fewer FTEs and annually expends less state funding than any other System office in the state. Because of the small
staff, most employees must assume multiple functions. Following is a comparison of the size and funding level of the
state System offices based on the Coordinating Board’s analysis:

System Office 2003 System Office 2003 Full-time
FTEs (GR-funded) Student Equivalents

University of Texas 246* 140,997
Texas A&M 89 86,804
Texas Tech 143 28,256
University of Houston 72 44.160
University of North Texas 29 26,847
Texas State University System 12 55,806
Texas State Technical Colleges 30 10,641

*This number does not include the employees of UTIMCO, the University of Texas Investment Management
Company.

This chart demonstrates clearly the disparity in funding and FTEs, but what is not reflected are two differences we
believe are important to bring to the committee’s attention.

(1) Although every System has similar basic functions, there are also functions which are unique because
of Board and Legislative mandates as well as specific student body and academic complexity.

(2) Budget reductions affect the Texas State University System disproportionately due to the minimal size
and funding levels already maintained at the System office.

Because of an historical effort to keep operate efficiently, the System office has not expanded as others have.
Therefore, when new responsibilities are acquired, the staff must take on some part of the new responsibility in addition
to their existing job duties. The budget cuts that are contemplated for the 2006-07 biennium would be difficult to
absorb. The System office is submitting a legislative appropriations request that complies with the instruction to make
5% reductions, but is requesting consideration of the restoration of funding to the current level, in order to maintain the
current level of services and minimum staffing level.

A -

The Texas State University System was established in 1911 to facilitate the management of the higher
education institutions established as teacher training colleges. It is currently comprised of nine campuses — Angelo
State University, Lamar University. Lamar Institute of Technology, Lamar State College — Orange, Lamar State
College — Port Arthur, Sam Houston State University, Sul Ross State University, Sul Ross State University — Rio
Grande College, and Texas State University-San Marcos. The System campuses provide a wide range of educational
programs, and opportunities from certificate through doctoral degrees.

The Chancellor and the executive team provide leadership, fiscal guidance, legal assistance, academic
oversight and construction controls and direction. The Chancellor is appointed by the Board of Regents and is given
leadership and management authority over all areas of the System office including administrative, legal, financial,
personnel, curriculum, governmental relations, development, planning and construction, procedural and policy matters.
The Chancellor represents the Board before various government entities. The Chancellor provides fiscal management,
budget review, maintains permanent records and advises the Board on the need for new policies or changes in existing
policies and directs presidential searches. The System staff reviews all reports and publications submitted to the Board,
The Texas State University System Foundation, the legislaturc and state agencies. (All services on behalf of the
Foundation are reimbursed to the System by the Foundation.)
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The System office provides legal services to all nine institutions through the Office of the Vice Chancellor
and General Counsel. The Vice Chancellor and General Counsel and the Associate Vice Chancellor for Governmental
Relations serve as the attomeys for all campuses on matters of legal concern, including patent and copyright law,
personnel matters, contracts, criminal issues, and immigration matters. In addition, they address questions of various
forms of discrimination, open records requests, and issues regarding gifts, bequests and foundation issues, as well as
issues regarding insurance and bond issuances. This group also monitors legislation impacting the System and its
components and assists in the drafting of such legislation. A staff assistant provides support for legal and governmental
relations work.

The System office has three people who oversee fiscal matters. Together they provide budgeting, accounting,
payroll, cash management, reporting, and financial record-keeping functions for the System office. This group prepares
combined system wide Annual Financial Reports, system wide ad hoc reports and advise and assist the component
institutions with all fiscal matters. The Information Technology (IT) function for the System office is also included in
this group’s responsibilities. They also serve as staff support for the Texas State University System Foundation.

In addition, the System office has an audit function under the direction of the Director of Audits and
Analysis, who reports directly to the Board. This position is responsible for the overall audit activities and leadership
for the System internal audit staff.

The Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs provides leadership and direction for all component academic and
research programs and works on national and state levels to promote new and existing programs and obtain funding
from private and public grants and funding sources. This position requires attendance and participation in meetings
related to academic initiatives and programs, as well as monitoring existing academic goals and enhancement
opportunities at the component institutions.

The Director of Governmenta] Relations and the Associate Vice Chancellor for Governmental Relations
work together to monitor legislation and legislative committees, respond to requests for information from the
universities, state agencies and members of the legislature or the governor’s office, draft legislation, make presentations
to university groups, research legislative issues for the component institutions, and review and track bills impacting
higher education.

The Director of Planning and Construction travels to each campus to monitor the progress of various projects,
provide construction management, and conduct inspections. This position develops and maintains standard contracts,
provides oversight for all campus planning activities, and assists in the creation of new projects. This position
functions as the HUB Coordinator for construction matters, serves as an advisor for all Texas State University System
Foundation construction projects, authorizes and recommends consultant and contractor selections for major
expenditures, provides financial oversight on construction issues, and provides architectural and engineering design
guidelines.

In spite of the limited number of employees, the System has met its responsibilities, providing assistance and

support to the institutions in the System, the Board of Regents, other state agencies and, most importantly, the students
served by the System institutions.
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DESCRIPTION OF UNIVERSITY OF NORTH TEXAS SYSTEM OFFICE

When the University of North Texas (UNT) System was established in 1999, UNT
System officials and the Board of Regents examined other Texas university systems
and created an administrative structure appropriate in size and function for its existing
institutions but capable of accommodating future campuses and expanded functions at
the system level when and where needed in the future.

Since the inception of UNT System, functions including Audit, Chancellor's Office,
Government Relations, and Legal have been provided primarily by fulltime System staff.
Other functions of the System were provided by UNT Denton staff.

For example, Academic Services, Facilities, Finance, Communications, Diversity and
Equity, and Health Related Academic Services have been performed by campus-level
administrators and staff whose salaries, benefits, and related maintenance and
operating costs are divided between the budgets of their respective campuses and the
System.

In FY2004, two major changes have been made in UNT System structure which affects
the FY2004 budget information. Existing staff and functions of Capital Facilities
Development and Compliance were transferred from UNT Denton to the System into an
Administrative Services Office, while existing Planning staff was transferred from the
System to UNT Denton.

The second major change in FY2004 was the transfer of line and budget responsibility

for two state-supported special item programs from the budget of UNT Denton to the
System:

1. The Federation of North Texas Area Universities includes the Universities
Center of Dallas (UCD) The UCD is a regional education center (MITC)
administered by the UNT System on behalf of several participating public
universities in the North Texas region.

2. The UNT System Center at Dallas is teaching over 1,200 students each
semester in southern Dallas and will be transferred to the new UNT at Dallas
when future enroliments reach the level of a separate university.

The transfer of these two special items in 2004 increased the number of system
employees and the System budget, on paper, but it did not increase the actual totals of
campus and System staff and budgets. In fact, both programs experienced a budget
reduction consiste nt with other state special item programs. The fact that these
programs were transferred into the UNT System budget gives the misleading
appearance of a significant increase in the size of the UNT System rather than a simple

58




Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

transfer of funding and administrative responsibilities. Regardless, the UNT System
budget did not change materially from FY 03 to FY 04 .

Leaving aside these special item transfers, the UNT System had:
39.08 FTE in FY03 and Actual Expenditures of  $5,039,241

48.14 FTE in FY04 and an Operating Budgeto  $5.322,197
9.06 FTE +$ 282,956

The apparent FTE and budget increases resulted primarily from the transfer of Facilities
and Compliance staff from the campus to system budget.

UNT System raises the issue again that there has never been a clear state funding
“formula” for System operations, in part because the functions are arranged differently
in each System. UNT System, for example, not only provides Legal, Audit, and
Government Relations services at the System level with full-time employees, but our
System does not have additional FTE employees performing similar services for our

campuses. Other systems may have both system and campus staff performing these
functions.

Because these functions are truly centralized in the UNT S ystem, we continue to raise
an equity issue about System funding. On a per student basis or per formula dollar
basis, the level of state support that UNT System receives for our “System Office
Operations” is well below that of all other system offices that do not receive funding from
the Available University Fund. As a result, our component institutions carry a
disproportional share of the cost of system services compared to other public
universities in the state. A funding formula for System operations based on students
served system-wide, or system-wide formula funding received, would help alleviate this
inequity.

Should you require any additional information, please let us know.
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TSTC System Office

Submitted to Representative Tony Goolsby
Work Group for Higher Education System Administrations

Description

The TSTC System Office has undergone a variety of changes between 1993 and 2003. The number of
System Office FTE’s has been reduced from 55.7 to 30.65, while student enrollment has grown by 45%
(not including students at the former TSTC Amarillo).

Operational Priorities

In Fiscal Year 2003, the TSTC System distributed its $3,497,945 in appropriated funds and its 30.65
FTEs in the following order of priorities:

Percentage of Funds Category Amount
38.6 Centralized IT Management $1,349,525
19.6 System and Amarillo Benefits Payments 685,775
13.9 Centralized Fiscal & Budget Administration 486,701

7.4 Academic Affairs 258,854
5.7 Central Administration 198,084
4.1 Audit Services 143,526
3.0 Marketing 106,052
2.8 General Counsel & Other Legal Services 96,047
1.8 Resource Development 62,584
1.5 Forecasting Technology Education Program Needs 53,390
1.0 Records Management 35,179
0.6 Board of Regents 22,223
100.0 Total $3,497,945

Reporting Requirements

The TSTC System is unique in the Texas higher education community in that the State of Texas considers
it a single agency; as such, the TSTC System & required to submit most government-mandated reports in
the aggregate. As a result, the TSTC System Office is responsible for preparing and submitting close to
200 required reports each year on a wide range of topics to more than 25 government agencies.
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Examples of Efficiency Strategies

. Systemwide volume purchases of strategic items for maximum savings (estimated savings of
approximately $1M in computer hardware, software, and site licenses alone).

. Enhancement, support, and maintenance of a single systemwide administrative computer database.
o Development and purchase of a systemwide learning management system and portal This

maximizes human and fiscal resources to improve on-line accessibility for conventional, blended,
and on-line courses, including communications, curriculum, and instruction.

o Development and implementation of an integrated branding, marketing, and recruitment plan for
the system.
. Development and extensive use of a private video-conferencing network connecting the colleges

and the System Office. This has created significant savings in travel expenses and time, and it has
given TSTC the ability to meet and confer in a timely fashion on matters of strategic importance.

. Sharing of a few support staff at the System Office among many professional staff (current ratio
8.5:1).

. Sharing of a single general counsel and a single internal audit office by the entire TSTC System.

. Appointment of key college personnel to positions with both college-specific and systemwide

responsibility. 1) marketing and recruitment, college-specific and systemwide; 2) facilities and
police administration, college-specific and systemwide; and 3) college presidents who serve as
business developers for the entire system.

Summary

The overwhelming purpose of the TSTC System Office is to provide direct support to the colleges’ core
functions. The functions of the System Office are those are systemwide in scope, require cross-college
coordination, and/or benefit from economies of scale. Their focus is on maximizing resources,
minimizing redundancies, and leveraging the strongest aspects of each component of the system, while
promoting effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability.

The largest percentage of dollars is invested in a systemwide administrative and educational information
technology infrastructure, fiscal and budget administration, and academic affairs. The colleges determine
the scope and depth of System Office services on an on-going basis, and they often task the System Office
with providing leadership and coordination of strategic initiatives that would benefit them all. Current
examples include student success initiatives; emerging technology forecasts for new instructional
programs; workforce development activities; an e-commerce system; document imaging; purchasing
processes and systems; coordination of systemwide grants and contracts; and development of alternative
revenie streams.
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INTERIM CHARGE FIVE

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with identifying opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Changes in the organization and operations of institutions of higher education that
will improve opportunities for residents of all areas to enroll in and complete
programs of higher education.

Background:
The TEXAS Grant'® and B-On-Time Student Loan Programs'* are designed

to reward students who graduate from high school with the Recommended
Curriculum.

The TEXAS Grant Program's commitment to continuing students encourages
retention while the forgiveness option of the B-On-Time Loan Program
encourages students to be efficient in completing their studies. Several facts
support this approach:

» Grants are more effective than other types of aid in
encouraging students to enroll in college;

» Since most students who drop out of college do so during
their first two years of college and before they acquire
educational credentials that could help them repay loans, they
would be served best by avoiding loans;

> Students with two years of college experience are more
confident about their futures and more comfortable borrowing
money.

Recommendation 1:

The legislature should promote high school preparation and college success by
awarding TEXAS Grants to eligible students during their first two years of
college (first three years if they have acquired an associate's degree) and use the
B-On-Time Student Loan Program to provide assistance in the upper-division
undergraduate years.
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Background:

Under the tuition rebate program, a student can receive a $1,000 rebate only if
he or she completes a degree having attempted no more than three semester
credit hours beyond the requirements of that degree (excluding up to nine
hours of credit by examination).'** Since the rebate program measures hours,
not years, a student can attend over several years and meet his ot her criteria.
The rebate program was established to reward students for timely completion
of graduation requirements.

Recommendation 2:
The legislature should modify the tuition rebate program to include awatds to
students graduating on time as measured by years, not just houts.

Background:
There is $3 billion available every year to help Texas students attend

institutions of higher education.'® Senate Bill 573, 77th Texas Legislature
(2001) created the College for Texans Campaign to promote the value and
availability of higher education. The College for Texans Campaign's focus is to
ensure that all students and their parents understand the benefits of higher
education and the steps necessary to prepare academically and financially for
college.

Recommendation 3:
The legislature should continue state support for the College for Texans
Campaign.

Background:
Unlike the TEXAS Grant Program'*, The Texas Grant II Program'*’ doesn't

require recipients to have completed the Recommended High School
Curticulum. Therefore, students who receive TEXAS Grant II awards are
typically less prepared for college than TEXAS Grant recipients. However, the
continuation award requirements for TEXAS Grant II'** are more stringent
than those for TEXAS Grant'® and B-On-Time Loan Programs.

Recommendation 4:
The legislature should align state academic progress requirements for the
TEXAS Grant II Program to conform with the requirements of the TEXAS

150

Grant Program and Texas B-On-Time Loan Program ™.
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Background:

The Educational Aide Exemption Program is designed to increase the state's

supply of teachers by encouraging previous educational aides to enroll and
acquire teaching certificates.

Current statute requires an individual to have been employed as an educational
aide one of five years previous to receiving the exemption.""

As a result, an otherwise eligible student who was an aide two years before
entering the program, but who is now employed in some other capacity, either
has to pay full tuition or drop out of the exemption program after two years' of
progress toward a teaching certificate because he or she can no longer claim to
have been employed as an aide one of the previous five years. The student
must then work for a year as an educational aide to regain eligibility for the
exemption in the future.

Recommendation 5:

The legislature should adjust the statute for the Educational Aide Exemption
Program to indicate that a year of work as an educational aide is only a
requirement for receiving a recipient's initial award in the program.'>

Background:

To optimize the use of state funds and simplify operations for students and
institutions, the consolidation and transfer of funds for certain programs into
other programs is essential.

Student eligibility critetia for the Student Deposit Scholarship™ and the Texas
Public Educational Grant'** are the same. This change would eliminate one
program, simplifying program operations and reporting at the institutional
level.

Recommendation 6:

The legislature should allow for institutions to issue funds generated through
the Student Deposit Scholarship Program'” to students through the Texas
Public Educational Grant Program.'*
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Background:

To optimize the use of state funds and simplify operations for students and
institutions, the consolidation and transfer of funds for certain programs into
other programs is essential.

Recommendation 7:

The legislature should allow institutions to issue their License Plate Insignia
Scholarship Program™’ funds to students through the Texas Public Educational
Grant Program (Texas Education Code, Section 56.033)."

Background:

The Public Student Incentive Grant exists only as a line item in the
Coordinating Board's section of the General Appropriations Act and was
added to provide state matching funds for federal grants for students’
institutions. Now that TEXAS Grants'™ can provide state matching funds for
federal grants, the $1,433,000 appropriated for the Public School Incentive
Grant could be used more effectively.

Recommendation 8:
The Legislature should allocate the funds as follows:

» The legislature should approptiate $683,000 to the Texas College
Work-Study Program, where state funds leverage employer
contributions to generate approximately $911,000 in student
earnings.'®

» The legislature should appropriate $250,000 to the Professional
Nursing Loan Repayment Program, where it will attract federal
matching funds and produce $500,000 for awards for nutse
practitioners.'®’

» The legislature should appropriate $500,000 to supplement existing
State Nursing Scholarship programs for professional nurses, to
encourage nurses to pursue a faculty track.'®

Background:
Students in middle school and even the first year or two of high school can

successfully prepare for college if appropmately supported, advised and
instructed.
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Recommendation 9:
The legislature should require the P-16 Council to develop a college-readiness
program for eighth through twelfth-graders in all public schools by 2008.

Background:

Under current state law, students register and pay for tuition, fees and books in
August. Students cannot receive their state aid until the middle of September
because of the September 1st start of the state fiscal year.

Recommendation 10:

The legislature should allow the Coordinating Board to draw down a portion of
financial aid funds in August when most students are registering for fall
enrollment and must pay for tuition, fees, and books.

Background:

Currently, students who qualify for financial aid, but who cannot receive
financial aid by the time they register, have to acquire alternate funding. This
can create severe hardships for those students who do not have access to
alternative funding arrangements.

Recommendation 11:

The legislature should require institutions of higher education to allow students
to enroll on an accounts-receivable basis for tuition and fees if they are unable
to pay due to a timing delay of the release of federal or state financial aid funds.

Background:

The state's installment plan currently offers only two options - full payment
ptior to the beginning of the term or payment of half of the required amount
prior to the beginning of the term, followed by two payments equal to a quarter
of the required payment.'®

Recommendation 12:

The legislature should allow students who have been approved for financial aid
to enroll under the installment plan even if financial aid funds are delayed
beyond the initial installment payment date. '**
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Background:

The state has a shortage of teachers and is meeting some of that need through
the use of alternative teacher certification programs offered through Regional
Education Service Centers and other public and private entities. These entities
are not defined in the current Hinson-Hazlewood College Student Loan
Program statutes as “eligible institutions.”* As a consequence, financial aid for
individuals seeking certification through these programs is not available.

Recommendation 13:

The legislature should expand the Hinson-Hazelwood College Student Loan
Program to allow eligibility for students enrolled in alternative certification
programs approved by the State Board for Educator Certification.'®

Bac und:

Current statutes allow the state to use the federal Lender’s Special Allowance to
pay for the administration of loan and grant programs.’’ These funds have in
the past been used to provide for administration by the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board. However, the cost for administration can be
covered under other appropriated funds. As a consequence, these funds could
be used more effectively in Closing the Gaps by 2015 as financial aid rather than
as administrative costs.

Recommendation 14;

The legislature should amend the statute that allows the state to use the federal
Lender's Special Allowance'® to pay for the administration of loan and grant
programs and extend the authority to allow such funds to be awarded to
students through the TEXAS Grant or other state financial aid programs.

Background:
While the TEXAS Grant Program'® applies to four-year institutions, the

TEXAS Grant II'" targets students at two-year institutions. The similar name
proves to confusing for parents and students causing them to miss out on
financial aid opportunities. This confusion would be reduced if the TEXAS
Grant II Program were easier to distinguish from the much larger TEXAS
Grant Program.

Recommendation 15:

To eliminate confusion with the TEXAS Grant program, the legislature should
change the name of the TEXAS Grant II program.
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Background:

Students in the TEXAS Grant program may be granted an extension of
eligibility in the case of hardship."”" This can occur if the financial aid officer
concludes that a student fell below program academic progress requirements as
a result of a personal or family emergency. Financial aid officers should have
the same professional judgment options in the TEXAS Grant II program'” as
in the TEXAS Grant program.'”

Recommendation 16:

The legislature should provide the same hardship provisions for the students
receiving awards through the TEXAS Grant II program'™ as are available for
students in the TEXAS Grant Program.'”

Background:

The National Guard Tuition Assistance Program provides free tuition to
certain members of the Texas National Guard or Texas State Guard.
Currently, statutes require the National Guard to write program rules and select
recipients for the program, and the Coordinating Board to certify the adequacy
of funding, notify institutions, and issue funds.””® Although the two agencies
cooperate well together, splitting these responsibilities delays the delivery of
funds to students and creates confusion about whom to contact to resolve
problems. The National Guard alteady administers a similar program funded
by the federal government and is fully capable of handling full administration
of the entire program.

Recommendation 17:

The legislature should end the inefficiency and confusion created by dual
administration and assign full administration of the Tuition Assistance Program
for Members of State Military Forces, i.e., National Guatd,'” to the Texas
National Guard.'”®

Background:
During the 78th Legislative Session, two conflicting bills regarding the Early

High School Graduation Scholatship Program were enrolled on the same
day.179
» House Bill 1882 is effective for students graduating from high school on
or after September 1, 2003.
» Senate Bill 1366 has conflicting language that appears to apply to
students who enter ninth grade in the fall 2003 or later. Therefore, this
bill would not affect awards to students until they graduate in spring
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2006. Retaining this conflicting language in statute could needlessly
interfere with students' eligibility for this scholarship program.

Recommendation 18:
The legislature should retain the eligibility dates established by House Bill 1882,
and repeal the delayed eligibility dates codified by Senate Bill 1366."*

Background:

From a legal perspective, community colleges are a hybrid creature in the
statutes. They are sometimes refetred to as institutions of higher education,
school districts, or agencies of local government. Because of this odd
construction, some courts have had difficulty assigning explicit legislative intent
on questions of whether soveteign immunity and the power of eminent domain
are granted to community colleges.

Recommendation 19:
The legislature should clarify sovereign immunity and eminent domain statutes
so they clearly apply to community colleges.

Background:

Community colleges are expected to enroll the majority of new students
necessary to the state's Closing the Gaps by 2015 goals. This will place a financial
strain on most community college districts as they struggle to provide the
resources necessary to meet this increased demand. Many community college
districts might not have a large enough tax base to adequately support large
enrollment growth.

Recommendation 20:
The legislature should review the recommendation made by the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board in January 2003 that endorses the incorporation
of territory within the community colleges' legislatively designated setvice areas
into the taxing districts.

Background:

At the request of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education in March
2004, the Coordinating Board collected information from each of the general
academic institutions of higher education in Texas of major sources of revenue
and expenditures, sources of financial aid, and the cost of education. This
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information provided valuable insight to financial aspects of the general
academic institutions. The Coordinating Board did not collect this data for
community colleges.

Recommendation 21:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to provide a biennial
analysis of major sources of revenue and expenditures for each community
college district, beginning with the 2003-04 biennium. The format used by the
Coordinating Board for reporting data on higher education universities in
March 2004 should be used as a template.

Background:

At the request of the Joint Intetim Committee on Higher Education in March
2004, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board collected data from

each institution comparing the cost of attendance versus major sources of
financial aid available.

Recommendation 22:

The legislature should direct the Cootdinating Board to provide a biennial
analysis of the cost of attendance and major sources of financial aid, including
grants, loans, scholarships, gifts, federal and state wotk study, and private
sources for each community college district, beginning with the 2003-04
biennium. The format used by the Coordinating Board for reporting data on
higher education univetsities in March 2004 should be used as a template.

Background:

Currently, there is a disconnect between public schools and community
colleges and universities. K-16 must become a seamless system for Texas to
progress to the levels of educational quality and achievement expected.
Therefote, a seamless transfer system is vital to meeting the participation and
success goals of Closing the Gaps by 2015.

Recommendation 23:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to continue development
of field-of-study curricula to allow students to seamlessly transfer course credit
from one institution of higher education to another.
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Background:

The State of Texas is responsible for providing group health insurance benefits
to all employees involved with the educational program at colleges and
universities. However, some of the employee group insurance benefits are paid
out of General Revenue approptiations, some out of non-General Revenue
funds, and others are not funded from state appropriations. During the 78"
Legislative session(2003), a proposal was discussed to make the insurance
appropriation proportionate to the state share of the educational institution's
budget. The legislature also removed physical plant employees from the State’s
obligation. Additional confusion is added when considering appropriations for
retirement benefits.

Recommendation 24:
The legislature should clarify the state's definition of employee for qualification
of health insurance benefits in higher education.

Background:

Community colleges in Texas are expetiencing unprecedented growth in
meeting the goals of Closing the Gaps. Appropriations for employee group
insurance benefits are based on historical numbers for a biennial period. For
institutions that are expetiencing the most rapid growth, many of which are
community colleges, new teachers and staff are not counted in the historical
census until the following biennium. These institutions must pay the cost of
salaries and benefits during the interim period, compounding the effect of
reductions in state appropriations.

Recommendation 25:

The legislature should review the establishment of a group insurance set aside
for community colleges that expetience dramatic enrollment growth during the
biennium and must thetefore fund significant increases in faculty and staff.
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INTERIM CHARGE SIX

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with identifying opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Changes in the funding at institutions of higher education and university systems to
maximige the state's limited resources to meet the higher education needs of the state,
including incentives for sharing arrangements to improve productivity.

Background:

The State's mechanism of formula funding allocates funds based on the
number of semester credit hours, a legislatively determined rate and modifying
factor. The modifying factor or formula matrix is based on the program offered
and the estimated costs associated with the program.

Over the years, this factor has been modified by the legislature to specifically
target certain programs such as nursing. Proposals have been made to move to
a matrix that reflects the actual costs to administer a program. Movement to an
actual cost matrix though will drastically cut programs the legislature has
created over the years.

Recommendation 1:

In its biennial appropdation of formula funding for higher education, the
legislature should adopt a matrix with a phase-in period that reflects a blend of
the actual cost of the full funding formula with historical funding levels that
retain legislative incentives.

Background:

Community Colleges are experiencing dramatic growth in enrollment. They are
an integral piece of the state's plan to fulfill the higher education needs of
Texas.
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Recommendation 2:

The legislature should give priority to the Coordinating Board’s 2006-07
recommendation to increase state funding for community colleges by an
additional $279.9 million (from $1.598 billion to $1.878 billion), amounting to
60.3 percent of the cost of the full funding formula.

Background:

The Legislative Budget Board met in August 2004 for budget executions. The
budget execution item relating to the Texas Excellence Fund and University
Research Fund allocates $23,266,588 to restore fiscal year 2005 funding.

The $23.3 million represents the total of each fund's $11,633,294 fiscal year
2005 appropriation.

Institutions still lack the $10.8 million vetoed for each fund for FY 2004.

Recommendation 3:

The Legislature should restore the FY 2004 vetoed funding of $10.8 million for
both the Texas Excellence Fund and University Research Fund as an
emergency appropriations item.

Background:

The authorization and issuance of Tuition Revenue Bonds is not contingent on
an appropriation for related debt service, but legislative practice has been to use
General Revenue to reimburse institutions for the cost related to debt service.
The Tuition Revenue Bond debt service approptiation can only be used for
paying related debt service, and lapses at the end of the bienntum if not used
for that purpose.

Recommendation 4:

The legislature should require that general revenue funding be used to
reimburse higher education institutions for the cost related to debt service of all
legislatively approved Tuition Revenue Bonds, and thereby honor the
commitment made when these bonds were authorized.

Background:
The Legislative Budget Board staff produced a publication prior to the 78th
Session of the Legislature that provided descriptive, detailed information on
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financing higher education in Texas. This is a valuable tool to members of the
legislature in understanding the complex subject of funding for these
institutions.

Recommendation 5:

The 79th Legislature should direct the Legislattve Budget Board to provide an
update to the first edition on the report entitled Financing Higher Education in
Texas - Legislative Primer, dated January 2003. The section entitled State Funding
Jor General Academic Institutions of Higher Education, dated February 2002, should
also be updated.

Background:

The tuition deregulation bill passed by the 78th Legislature did not apply to
community colleges. These colleges already have complete flexibility regarding
tuition and fees, however they do not have authority to set differential tuition,
and the fee language authority requires clarification.

Recommendation 6:

The legislature should make changes to the tuition and fee flexibility granted to
community college districts to set differential tuition, and should clarify their
authority for assessing fees, similar to the authorty granted to public
universities.

Background:
Currently for dual credit programs, the state pays Average Daily Attendance

(ADA) to the public schools and pays the formula rate to community colleges.
Colleges can (and most do) charge for tuition, fees and books.'*'

Recommendation 7:

The legislature should provide funding to encourage dual credit programs that
community colleges have with their service area high schools and reimburse the
colleges for the cost of tuition, fees and textbooks of qualifying students. Such
funding would make these programs more accessible and attractive to colleges
and students, and reduce the time between a high school and college degree.
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Background:

While most of the community colleges in the state are growing (i.e., they are
generating more contact hours), there are some colleges that will expetience a
decline in contact hour growth.

During the 78th Legislature, 14 community colleges (out of 50) were held
harmless at a 10 percent level. Only two of the 14 colleges had a decline in
contact hour growth.

The other twelve colleges had contact hour growth. Due to a combination of
the nearly 15 percent growth in overall contact hours and a reduction in the
appropriation by the Legislature, these colleges were put in a position where
even though they were growing and meeting the needs of more students, their
state appropriation would have been even less if the hold harmless provision
had not been instituted by the legislature.

Recommendation 8:

The legislature should adjust state funding formulas for the 2006-07 biennium
so that any public community college that experiences a decrease of more than
10 percent in contact hour funding from one biennium to the next shall be held
harmless from the actual dollar loss in excess of 10 percent. The legislature may
discontinue such hold-harmless funding to colleges that experience declines in
enrollment growth.

Background:
The purpose of the dramatic enrollment growth fund is to provide general

revenue funds for institutions of higher education that experience dramatic
enrollment growth during the biennium.

Separate appropriations are made to general academic institutions and two-year
institutions and different thresholds for dramatic enrollment growth are applied
to each sector. General academic institutions receive dramatic enrollment
growth funds if enrollment increases 3 percent in the first year of the biennium
ot 6 percent in the second year of the biennium. The enrollment growth fund
for general academic institutions was instituted by the 77" Legislature (2001).
Prior to that time, general academics were appropriated an estimated growth
amount for each year of the biennium.'®
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Recommendation 9:

The Legislature should take appropriate action to ensure that the Dramatic
Enrollment Growth Fund trusteed with the Coordinating Board is restored to
historic thresholds of approptiations for dramatic enrollment growth.

Background:

The state’s appropriation to community colleges is based on the number of
contact hours each institution produces during the base year (for the upcoming
session: Summer 2004, Fall 2004, and Spring 2005). The small college funding
floor provides a minimum state appropriation for the two or three small, rural
colleges in the state that do not generate enough contact hours to provide basic
instructional support (see chart below). Removal of this floor would likely
result in the closure of these institutions that serve students who would
otherwise not have access to the opportunity for a higher education.'®

Summary of Community College Funding Floor!8+

Legislature/Biennium Biennial Amount | Colleges Receiving Floor Appropriation
78th: FY 2004, FY 2005 4,184,374 Clarendon, Ranger

77th: FY 2002, FY 2003 4,636,750 Clarendon, Ranger

76th: FY 2000, FY 2001 4,250,000 Clarendon, Ranger

75th: FY 1998, FY 1999 4,050,000 Clarendon, Frank Phillips, Ranger

74th: FY 1996, FY 1997 4,000,000 Clarendon, Frank Phillips, Ranger

73rd: FY 1994, FY 1995 4,000,000 Clarendon, Frank Phillips, Ranger
72nd: FY 1992, FY 1993 3,252,638 Clarendon, Ranger

Recommendation 10:
The legislature should continue the funding floor for small colleges.

Background:
The Skills Development Fund assists local businesses by designing, financing,

and implementing customized job training programs in partnership with the
public and community colleges for new or existing jobs. The programs fit the
express needs of our Texas businesses. During FY 2003, the Texas Workforce
Commission, which administers this fund, awarded 32 grants totaling $12
million. 164 businesses and 20 business consortiums were served and a
commitment was made to cteate and train 4,214 jobs and retrain just over
8,626 jobs, with an average houtly wage of §$17.16 per hour. The 78th
Legislature has appropriated $25 million to be used during the 2004-05
biennium.'®
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Recommendation 11:
The legislature should increase the appropriation ($25 million for 2004-05
biennium) of the Skills Development Fund for the 2006-2007 biennium.

Background:
STARLINK connects all of the community and technical colleges in the state

through its statewide satellite and internet based network.'®

The Virtual College of Texas (VCT) 1s a consortium of accredited, public Texas
community and technical colleges. The mission of VCT is to provide distance
learning access to all Texans wherever they may live, regardless of geographic,
distance, or time constraints.'®’

These programs are currently trusteed to the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board and are combined in a single strategy in the bill pattern.'®

Recommendation 12:

The legislature should continue the funding of STARLINK and the VCT, and
appropriate funding directly to the host community college district. This would
allow each program a separate-strategy identity and facilitate the pass-through
of funds directly to the fiscal agents. The state appropriation request for
STARLINK is $500,000 for the 2006-07 biennium; for VCT, the appropriation
request for the 2006-07 biennium is $1,000,000.

Background:

Texas Grant II provides grants to students attending public two-year
institutions and is funded at $9.7 million for the 2004-05 biennium. Eligibility
requirements are a better fit for community colleges than Texas Grant.
Additional funding is recommended because the majority of the state’s targeted
500,000 additional students in Closing the Gaps are expected to begin their

college work at community colleges and many will meet eligibility requirements
of TG IL.'¥

Recommendation 13:
The Legislature should increase funding for TEXAS Grant II to meet student
financial needs at community colleges.
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INTERIM CHARGE SEVEN

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with identifying opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Accountability measures and performance incentives for institutions of higher
education and university systems that are aligned with the purposes of higher education
and that are sensitive to mission differentiation among institutions of higher education.

Background:

The increasing importance of higher education has led to substantial interest in
accountability mechanisms as a means of improving performance. The majority
of institutions of higher education have many mechanisms and reports of their
own to monitor and improve institutional performance, including
comprehensive accountability reports and reporting systems.

Recommendation 1:

In order to make Texas public higher education institutions more transparent,
the legislature should implement a statewide accountability plan to promote
excellence through institutional groupings, peers, and benchmarks.

The statewide accountability system should include the following:

» Establishing groupings of institutions of similar types and missions;
» Determining appropriate measures that reflect institutional
performance;

Determining benchmarks against which to measure success;
Assessing progress annually and taking steps to improve
performance; and

Restricting authority to deregulate tuition for those institutions whose
performance is judged unsatisfactory within the accountability
system.

vV V

\ 7
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Background:
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board and the Council of Public

University Presidents and Chancellors have been working together to establish
benchmarks that apply to all institutions. This collaboration will be completed
in December 2004.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should consider incorporating the benchmarks established by
the Coordinating Board and the Council of Public University Presidents and
Chancellors in their report to be released in December 2004.

Background:

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Commissioner Raymund Paredes
testified at a July 2004 Joint Hearing of the Senate Finance Committee and the
Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education on Tier I Institutions.
Commissioner Paredes concluded that to achieve a level of Tier 1 status that
makes sense for Texas, the most important recommendation was to think of
Tier 1 status in terms of placing greater emphasis on undergraduate education,
defining excellence in a way that is commensurate with state resources.
Questions involving the kind of educational experience we want for our
students, and whether these students will have access to excellent
undergraduate education across the state, locally and regionally, must be
addressed, particularly in the context of the Closing the Gaps initiative and our
goal of enrolling 500,000 more students in higher education by 2015.

Recommendation 3:

The legislature should direct the systems and universities to incorporate into
each institutions’ individual accountability system methods that place a greater
emphasis on improving the accessibility, affordability and excellence of
undergraduate education, particularly in compliance with the Clsing the Gaps
initiative and the state's goal of enrolling 500,000 more students in higher
education by 2015.
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INTERIM CHARGE EIGHT

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with identifying opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

The consolidation or reorganization of university systems’ office functions and services,
including the consolidation or reorganization of university systems to promote efficiency

and productivity.
Background:

There are six higher education systems in the State of Texas:

> University of Texas System

» Texas A&M University System

» Texas Tech University System

» University of Houston System

» University of North Texas System
> Texas State University System

The following information represents an overview of each system compiled
from the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education work group reports on
systems (FY 2003) and current information provided on request from each
system to committee staff in August 2004:

University of Texas System Report (August 2004):

9 general academic institutions and 6 health related
institutions comprised of 4 medical schools, 2 dental
schools, and 9 nursing schools. The 6 health related

Components institutions account for about 50 percent of the System's
employees, 64 percent of the total operating budget, and
65 percent of the annual research expenditures;
Students 177,956 students;
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Employees/FTEs

87,708 employees system-wide; 531.4 total FTE in system
administration, 245.9 of which perform general
administrative duties, the remainder of which are self-
supporting (e.g. employee group insurance) or involved in
the administration of the Permanent University Fund,
which benefits both the UT and TAMU systems. These
numbers do not include UTIMCO, which is a separate
501(c)(3) nonprofit and whose employees are not system
employees. UT System also administers the police training
academy and the Texas Medical and Dental Schools
Application Service for all Texas universities, as well as the
Joint Admission Medical Program;

System-wide (15 system institutions and System
Administration) operating budget of approximately $7.35

Operating billion for FY 2003 and $7.8 billion for FY 2004, of which
Budget/GR approximately $1.6 billion is from GR appropriations. Of
Amount that $1.6 billion, approximately $1 million is used for the
System Administration. Most of the core administrative
functions are supported by the AUF;
System-Wide/ System-wide expenditures in FY 2003 of $7.35 billion,
System Admin. system administration operating expenditures in FY 2003
Expense of $29.25 million;
Research $1.45 billion in research expenditures (85 percent from
. federal or private funding sources) and $1.14 billion in un-
Expenditures .
sponsored charity care;
Assets/ Manages 24 billion in total assets, including $14.8 billion
Investments in investments under management;
One of the biggest differences between the UT System
and other Texas university systems is the amount of
: health care delivery and health research conducted.
Miscellaneous
. Therefore, measures such as amounts per FTSE
Information

misrepresent costs for the UT System since the medical
components make up over 60 percent of the FY 2004
operating budget yet have only 7 percent of the FTSEs;

The UT System has engaged external auditors to provide a
full financial audit of its operations for FY 2005;

Primary missions of the UT System include education,
research, public service and patient care. No other system
has hospitals, and in-patient and out-patient admissions
are important benchmarks for the UT System.
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Texas A&M System (August 2004):

10 general academic universities, 1 distributed health science

Components center, and 7 Land-grant research and service agencies;

Students Enrolls 99,802 degree credit students and more than 1
million non-credit students of the agencies;

The A&M research and services agencies include 7,342

Employees/ employees, which constitute 25 percent of the total System

FTEs institutions' operating budgets, and provide education and
service for 13 million Texans annually;

38,492 employees; 89 FTE employees in system
administration;

Operating System-wide operating budget of $2.2 billion for FY 2004,

Budget/ GR | ¢ Ghich approximately $807 million is from GR :

Amount pproximately on is from support;
System Administration operating expenditures in FY 2003
of $8.5 million, of which $615,150 was GR; for the A&M

System-Wide System, measures expressed in amounts per FTSE, or FTE

Expense System- | employees will not be comparable to other systems'

Wide Expense measures. The agencies' students are not reflected in any of
the state's data files and no other system has employees
comparable to the agencies;

R $392 million in research expenditures for FY 2003,

esearch ; . . ..
Expenditures including Co]le.ge Station research activity of the land-grant
pe :
research agencies;

A $4.4 billion in total assets, including $1.9 billion in

ssets/ ;

Investments investments managed by the Texas A&M System (as
reported in FY 2003 AFR);

The A&M System office maintains a system-wide

Budget/Payroll/Personnel system and a system-wide
Miscellaneous financial accounting, accounts receivable, purchasing,
Information sponsored research, and budgeting and financial reporting;

no other system has centralized these setvices to the extent
that the A&M System has;

In addition to its other duties, the A&M System office
administers the Regent's Initiative to support K-16
collaborations with public schools.
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University of Houston System (August 2004):

4 general academic institutions and 2 system multi-

Components institutional teaching centers (MITCs);

Students 44,260 full-time equivalent (FTE) students, 56,227
headcount students (Fall 03);

Employees/ 4,804 FTE employees paid from approptiatetd.fund’s with

FTEs 7,254 total employees, 72 FTE System Administration
employees;

Operating System-wide operating budget of $882 million for FY 2004,

Budget/ GR | % which approximately $274 million is from GR :

Amounts pproximately on is from GR support;

System-Wide/ System Administration operating expenditures in FY 2003

System of $3.04 million, including support for central

Administration administration, academic coordination, general counsel,

Expense audit services, and governmental relations;

Research $66.7 million in research expenditures at the University of

Expenditures Houston (FY 2003);

Assets/ $1.36 billion in system-wide assets, including endowment

I funds of $380 million (8/31/03) managed at System

nvestments L
Administration;
The UH System Administration supports the four UH
System universities in fulfilling their primary missions: 1)
Providing access to and meeting the challenges of educating
a diverse mix of non-traditional and traditional students, 2)
Promoting excellence within the context of basic and
applied research and scholarship, and 3) Identifying and
responding to the economic, social and cultural challenges
affecting the quality of life in the Houston area, the State of
Texas and the world through its education, research, and

Miscellaneous service. Services are consolidated within the System for the

Information most cost efficient and effective use of resources. In

addition, the UHSA provides the UH System Board of
Regents with information and advice so that they may set
policy and fulfill their fiduciary responsibility to the people
of Texas;

The University of Houston System has two of the most
diverse universities in the nation, reflecting the
demographics of the Houston area.
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Miscellaneous
Information
(continued)

Unlike other university systems in Texas, the UH System
does not have a separate system administration. Rather,
system functions are executed by a senior administration
that possesses responsibilities on behalf of the UH System
Administration and the University of Houston. The
Chancellor of the UH System also serves as President of the
University of Houston. Similarly, there are vice chancellors
and vice presidents who serve dual roles in different areas.

Texas Tech University System (August 2004):

Components 1 academic university and 1 health science center;

Students 30,654 students;

10,853 employees; 244.7 FTE employees in system

E administration, including system-wide centralized fund

mployees/ . : . :

FTEs raising and police services. These two functions are not
managed centrally by any other system and are 50 percent
of the FTE employees on the Texas Tech System offices;

Operating System-wide operating budget of $891.4 million for FY

Budget/ GR 2004, of which approximately $191.6 million is from GR

Amount support;

System-Wide/ System Administration operating expenditures in FY 2003

System Admin. | of $17.5 million, system-wide expenditures in FY 2003 of

Expense $799.2 million;

Research $65.7 million in research expenditures and $63.8 million in

Expenditures un-sponsored charity care;

Assets/ Manages $1.65 billion in total assets, including $333.7

Investments million in investments;

Texas Tech University System has recently completed and

Miscellaneous presented to the Board of Regents a study on accountability.

Inf : This study conducted by Accenture identified cost

nformation

efficiencies to-date and issues that should be considered for
future improvements in the business functions;

The Five Point Strategic Plan of Texas Tech University
System includes growth, diversity, people, partnerships, and
recognition. The system-wide strategic plan and
accountability system incorporates an integrated set of
benchmarks and performance measures tied to specific
goals for the Texas Tech University System.
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University of North Texas System (August 2004):

The University of North Texas System is comprised of the
University of North Texas, a general academic institution,
the University of North Texas System Center at Dallas (a
system center progressing toward becoming a free standing

Components University) and the University of North Texas Health
Science Center, a health related institution comprised of the
School of Public Health, the Texas College of Osteopathic
Medicine and the Graduate School of Biomedical Sciences;
Total FY 2003 enrollment of 26,847 FTSE within the

Students
system;

g'?é):oyees/ FY 2003: 8,268 employees; 5,362.2 FTE within the system;

Operating - -
All-Funds Budget of $436 million; GR appropriations of

Budget/ GR o

Am $14.6 million;

ount

System- Wide/

System Administration expenditures for FY 2003 were
$3.732 million for general administration including
executive management (chancellor and staff), legal services,
audit services, governmental relations, finance, and other

Syste.m' . administrative services provided to the institutions. The
Administration i - .
figure rises to $5.039 million when staff benefits paid by
Expense : . o
other agencies, depreciation on a new administrative
computing system, and self supporting activities (facilities
planning and construction) are included,
System-wide FY 2003 expenditures were $431.89 million of
which $161.69 million is general revenue;
Research Research expenditures in FY 2003 were $26.897 million;
Expenditures € P ' ’
Assets/ Reported $712.31 million in total assets for FY 2003,
Investments including investments in the amount of $282.04 million;
The UNTHSSC, the health related institution, accounts for
about 24 percent of the FY 2003 expenditures, about 15
Miscellaneous percent of the employees and 45 percent of total research
Information expenditures;

As the only university system with a primary mission to
serve the North Texas region, the state's largest population
center, the UNT System is a key partner in the State of
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Miscellaneous
Information
(continued)

Texas' future. Boosting the North Texas economy by nearly
$1.5 billion annually, the UNT System awards more than
5,300 degrees each year, including the largest number of
masters and doctoral degrees in the region. More than
100,000 alumni live and work in the North Texas region.

Texas State University System (August 2004):

The Texas State University System setves 5 general

Components academic institutions, 1 upper division institution, 2
community colleges, and 1 institute of technology;
Students Total FY 2004 (Fall 2003) enrollment of 66,100 students;
Nearly 13,000 employees (full and part time, 8,050 FTEs);
Employees/FTEs | thirteen employees (12.6 FTEs) in system administration,
providing system-wide coordination and leadership;
Operating System-wide operating budget of approximately $678,000
Budget/ GR for FY 2004, of which approximately $363,000 is from
Amount GR, Dedicated GR and other E&G sources;
System-Wide/ System Administration operating expenditures in FY 2003
System o . . . .
Administration of $3.0 million, sy'st'em-w1de operating expenditures in FY
2003 of $636.0 million;
Expense
Research The TSUS components expended §$17.4 million in research
B di activities in FY 2003, primarily from federal and foundation
xpenditures funds:
Reported $1.4 billion in total assets as of 8/31/03,
Assets/ including cash equivalents of $318 million, $140 million in
Investments long-term investments and $1.9 million in short-term
investments;
The TSUS Foundation campus housing projects valued at
more than $115 million are currently operational and two
Miscellaneous more such projects will be available for the upcoming fall
Information semester;

The System Administrative staff provides support and
assistance to its Regents, its component administrations, its
students, and other state agencies in the following areas:
legal, academic and financial affairs, construction and
facilities planning, internal auditing coordination, risk
management and other system-wide initiatives;
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Miscellaneous
Information
(continued)

The primary mission of the TSUS System is to provide
broad undergraduate educational opportunities as well as
specialized graduate programs through Ph.D. level in
selected areas, while also providing community-public
service and support, advanced credentialing, technical
training, associate degree and certificate preparation, and
collaborative partnerships with other agencies and research.,

Texas State Technical College System (August 2004):

The Texas State Technical College System includes 4
colleges and 7 campuses across the state: TSTC Harlingen,
TSTC Marshall, TSTC Waco, and TSTC West Texas, which

Components has locations in Abilene, Breckenridge, Brownwood, and
Sweetwater. To minimize expenditures, the System Office is
housed on the campus of TSTC Waco;

Students ‘TSTC served approximately 24,250 students in FY 2004;

Employees/ TSTC had 1,229.4 FTE employees in FY 2004 (all funds).

Doy Of these, 30.6 were employed at the System Office, which

FTEs
represents 2.4 percent of the total;

Operatin System-wide operating budget of $147.7 million (all funds)

BE deet/ %}R for FY 2004, of which approximately $55 million was from

Amc% ot GR. The System Office budget was $4.8 million, of which

v $3 million was from GR;

gyzzz—Wﬁe/ TSTC's System-wide operating expenditures in FY 2003 of

yem o $156 million (all funds), System Office expenditures in FY

Administration o
2003 were $4.3 million (2.7 percent);

Expense

Assets/ TSTC manages $102 million in total assets, of which $31.7

Investments million is cash and investments;

Mlscellaqeous TSTC's primary mission is technical education.

Information
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Background:
On July 19, 2004, Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Commissioner

Raymund Paredes testified before a Joint Hearing of the Senate Finance
Committee and the Senate Subcommittee on Higher Education on Tier I
Institutions. Commissioner Paredes, who spent 30 years as a professor and
administrator at UCLA, was asked to talk about the California higher education
system. To summarize this discussion:

» The California System is highly segmented and organized into tiers;

» The top ter is the University of California System, which consists of
9 campuses, including 8 general campuses. UC only admits
undergraduate students in the top 12.5 percent of their high school
graduating classes according to statewide criteria. UC is the only public
institution that grants doctoral degrees;

» Underneath the UC System is the California State University System,
which is more than twice as large and has approximately 24
campuses. To be eligible for admission, students have to be in the
top 33.3 percent of their high school graduating class. The CSU
System is responsible for the bulk of undergraduate and professional
training;

» Underneath both systems is the Community College System, which
has approximately 112 institutions with open admission. Every
community college is mandated to transfer students to both the UC
and the CSU System. By state statute, UC is required to have between
35-40 percent of all upper division students as having transferred
from California community colleges;

» There is a degree of articulation coordination between four-year
institutions and two-year institutions which is highly effective.

Recommendation 1:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to study the consolidation
and/or reorganization of university systems, their component universities,
research institutions and agencies, the independent universities, and the
community and technical colleges of higher education in Texas to determine if
other models would better serve the State of Texas, and improve opportunities
for residents of all areas to enroll in and complete programs of higher
education, and better align the system with the goals of the state's master plan
of Closing the Gaps in Participation by 2015. This report should be delivered by
September 1, 2006.
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Background:

Because of economies of scale and other efficiencies, administrative cost of
many duties and services at a system level are relatively low. System
administration can provide a wide range of centralized, cost-effective, and value
added services in areas such as accounting, compliance, development, distance
education, risk management, facilities planning and construction, and many
others. At the same time, the institutions within the systems maintain diverse
missions to meet the unique needs and circumstances of its students. The
system adapts and evolves to meet the needs of its institutions.

There are four state supported independent institutions of higher education in
Texas: Texas Woman's University, Stephen F. Austin State University, Texas
Southern University, and Midwestern State University. Another institution, the
Texas State Technical College System, is comprised of 4 colleges and 3
extension centers throughout Texas, offering a technical-vocational education.
This System is unique in that the state considers it a single agency which
reports in the aggregate.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should direct the systems and the state supported independent
institutions to work with the Coordinating Board and Legislative Budget Board
to study the full impact of moving these universities into one of the systems.
This study should weigh the advantages and disadvantages of such
restructuring on the students, the institutions and the systems involved. This
report should be delivered by September 1, 2006.

Background:

In part to respond to the state-wide objective of measuring accountability in
the system of higher education in Texas, the University of Texas System has
prepared an accountability and institutional improvement report, The
Accountability and Performance Report for 2003-04, that presents a comprehensive
statistical portrait on the system and its 15 campuses. The report analyzes how
well the UT System and member institutions are carrying out their
responsibilities. The report defines accountability as "taking responsibility for
and measuring the effectiveness of what you do" and further states that "a
good accountability system clearly defines an organization's mission, goals,
priorities, initiatives, where it intends to add value, and lays out measures or
indicators of progress toward those goals."
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Recommendation 3:

The legislature should require that system offices direct and assist component
institutions to coordinate collaborative functions and to continue to study and
develop economies of scale and other cost saving initiatives and incentives in
order to eliminate duplication and overlap of administrative, operational or
reporting responsibilities or controls, and the corresponding expenditures.
Systems should record findings and report to the legislature by January 2006.
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INTERIM CHARGE NINE

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Interim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with identifying opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Potential reductions in personnel and other cost savings.

Background:

Exemption programs allow Texas residents to enroll while paying reduced tuition
and fee charges. Program values range from three hours’ tuition to a student’s
lifetime of free tuition and fees. In Fiscal Year 2003, 76,900 students received
awards through the state’s exemption programs. These exemptions totaled
$34.4 million in forgone tuition and/or fee charges.'

Waiver programs allow nontesidents to enroll in Texas institutions while paying
the resident tuition rate. In Fiscal Year 2003, 50,577 students received awards
through the state’s waiver programs. These waivers totaled $162 million in
foregone tuition."’

Further study is necessaty to determine recommendations for aligning
exemption and waiver programs with participation and success goals of Closing
the Gaps by 2015 and making them more consistent, coherent, and cost-
effective.

Recommendation 1:

The Legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to appoint an advisory
committee of representatives from the Texas Association of Registrars,
Admissions Officers; Texas Association of Black Personnel in Higher
Education; Texas Association of Chicanos in Higher Education; and The Texas
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators to conduct further studies
to determine recommendations for aligning exemption and waiver programs
with participation and success goals of Closing the Gaps by 2015 and making
them more consistent and cost-effective.

95



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Background:

The Texas Tech University System commissioned a Cost Saving, Efficiency,
and Revenue Enhancement Study by Accenture, to identify additional cost
savings, efficiencies and revenue enhancements that can be applied to the
academic missions of the component institutions. This study was completed in
2004, and represents additional efforts to provide quality services in an
effective and efficient manner to students, parents, the legislature, executive
branch and the general public.

Recommendation 2:

The legislature should direct the Coordinating Board to coordinate and
consolidate the scope of reporting by systems and universities so as to utilize
the millions of dollars spent in a more efficient and effective manner.

Background:

University systems and their component institutions, independent universities
and state colleges, and community and technical colleges, spend hundreds of
millions of dollars annually in information technology (IT) departments, using
multiple suppliers. Some Universities in other states have realized efficiency
gains from consolidating their IT functions.

The University of Miami recently reached an agreement with a sole provider for
all of its departments' IT spending, consolidating a $60 million technology
budget with one supplier, with an estimated savings of $2 million per year. The
agreement does not prohibit faculty and students from buying and using other
PC makers' products, but the school's IT department will offer outside support
and maintenance only to one agreed-upon supplier, displacing three or four
other competitors.'?

This agreement could indicate a trend in the large institutions of higher
education to consolidate university-wide purchases and use this model to gain
some of the benefits that are only available to corporations. Since many
universities either requite or recommend that students have a computer for
school, and many offer discounts on particular brands of computers, especially
if bought directly from the school, this one-shop, low cost model facilitates an
important conduit between PC companies and students, allowing the
institutions to collect the commissions and premiums. This also helps the
universities shift some of their technology costs to the students; the more
computers in students' hands, the fewer the school has to provide in
classrooms and labs.'”
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Recommendation 3:

The Legislature should require that the institutions of higher education in
Texas, individually or through system offices or related associations, conduct a
study or bid-process to explore the possibility of using a one-supplier model of
purchasing to consolidate and reduce spending, specifically in IT departments,
but also in other areas of major expenditure. This study should include a
review of how Historically Under-utilized Businesses would be utilized under
such a model. Institutions should report findings to the Legislature by January
2006.

Background:

At the request on the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education in August
2004, the Coordinating Board collected information from each of the higher
education systems in Texas, detailing system-administrative cost among its
components by function, type and amount of expense, FTEs and FTSEs. The
systems also submitted written information describing their mission with
organizational and operational background.

Recommendation 4:

The 79th Legislature should continue to work with the Coordinating Board, the
Legislative Budget Board and the system offices for updated biennial
information on the cost and function of all aspects of system administrative
expense.

Background:

The University of Texas at Austin and Texas A&M University have been
ordered by the Legislative Budget Board to conduct an independent audit of
their institutions’ financial operations. The Board ordered LBB to develop a
work plan for institutions of higher education, specifically reviews of the
University of Texas at Austin and Texas A&M, which were projected to cost
$500,000 each. These audits were ordered for the two flagship universities, UT
Austin and Texas A&M, and are not for their respective system-wide
institutions or for their System operations.'”*

Recommendation 5:

The Legislature should evaluate requiring that systems and universities conduct
an internal or independent audit of their financial statements on a biennial or
quadrennial basis and to report such results to the Legislature.

97




Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

As a part of this evaluation, the Legislature should weigh the potential benefits
of a financial audit against the costs measured in funds and institutional
resources of the university and/or system to accomplish such an effort.
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INTERIM CHARGE TEN

In 2003, following the 78th Regular Legislative Session, the Joint Intetim
Committee on Higher Education was charged with identifying opportunities
for legislative and administrative action relating to:

Deregulating seminaries and similar institutions offering excclusively religious
education or training.

Background:

For consumer protection purposes, Subchapter G of Chapter 61 was added to
the Texas Education Code. This was in the 1970s and the purpose was to drive
degree mills out of Texas.

Moving toward a statute that would make institutions offering religious
education exempt from the authority of the Coordinating Board to grant
degrees could potentially result in P.O. Boxes, etc., selling degrees.

The Coordinating Board in correlation with other interested parties are
currently looking for a way to solve the problem of seminaries and also provide
modest consumer protection, i.e., that they are getting a real education.

Recommendations:

The Coordinating Board is jointly working with other interested parties on
acceptable language for recommendations to the legislature. Therefore, the
Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education has no recommendation at this
time.
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The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Board Member Term Hometown
Mr. Jerry Farrington, Chairman 2001-2007 Dallas

Mr. Robert W. Shepard, Vice Chairman 1997-2009 Harlingen
Ms. Cathy Obriotti Green, Secretary of the Board 1999-2005 San Antonio
Mr. Neal W. Adams 2001-2007 Bedford
Dr. Ricardo G. Cigarroa MD 1999-2005 Laredo
Mr. Gerry Griffin 1999-2005 Hunt

Mr. Carey Hobbs 1999-2005 Waco

Ms. Lorraine Perryman 2001-2007 Odessa
Mr. Curtis E. Ransom 2001-2007 Dallas

Dr. Hector de J. Ruiz PhD 1999-2005 Austin

Mr. Terdema L. Ussery Il 1999-2005 Dallas

Mission of the Coordinating Board

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s mission is to work with the Legislature,
Governor, governing boards, higher education institutions and other entities to provide the people of
Texas the widest access to higher education of the highest quality in the most efficient manner.

Philosophy of the Coordinating Board

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board will promote access to quality higher educa-
tion across the state with the conviction that access without quality is mediocrity and that quality with-
out access is unacceptable. The Board will be open, ethical, responsive, and committed to public ser-
vice. The Board will approach its work with a sense of purpose and responsibility to the people of
Texas and is committed to the best use of public monies. The Coordinating Board will engage in ac-
tions that add value to Texas and to higher education. The agency will avoid efforts that do not add
value or that are duplicated by other entities.
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Overview

Closing the Gaps by 2015 was adopted in October 2000 by the Texas Higher Education Coor-
dinating Board with strong support of the state’s educational, business, and political communities. The
plan, which is directed at closing educational gaps within Texas, as well as between Texas and other
states, has four goals: to close the gaps in student participation, student success, excellence, and re-

search. Each goal in the plan includes strategies, as well as intermediate targets (Appendix A) for as-
sessing progress toward the goals.

This report is the third annual summary of the state’s progress — from 2000 through 2003 -- to-
ward meeting the targets established for 2005, on the way toward meeting the plan’s goals for 2015.

In addition to the targets established in the plan, the state’s higher education institutions were
asked to submit their own performance targets. These institutional targets were used to determine re-
gional targets for the state. In May 2004, all public institutions were invited to review and revise their

targets. Those revisions are included in this report. Some institutions elected not to revise their targets,
however.

Recognizing the close ties between higher education and secondary education, data regarding

recent high school graduates and their participation in higher education is included in this report (Ap-
pendix B).

Data for independent colleges and universities and career schools and colleges is not reported

individually, but those institutions play a significant role in helping the state achieve the goals of the
plan.

Many of the strategies to help the state reach the Closing the Gaps by 2015 goals were devel-
oped or implemented only recently, and their potential has not yet been met. For example, new degree

programs approved in recent years have not produced their first graduates. These programs will pro-
duce graduates later in the life of the plan.

Progress through 2003 is summarized as follows:

Participation: In 2003, student enroliment exceeded the plan’s 2005 intermediate targets for to-

tal enroliment, as well as for Black and White enroliment. Hispanic enrollment is increasing, but
below the rate needed to meet its 2005 target.

Success: The number of degrees and certificates awarded is on track to meet 2005 targets.

Excellence: All public institutions have identified at least one targeted area of excellence and
most have provided at least one type of current national recognition. Many institutions across
the nation are increasing their efforts to secure top national rankings, making it difficult for Texas
institutions to move ahead of them. Texas institutions must enhance efforts to achieve this goal.

Research: Texas institutions have made significant progress in obtaining federal funds and
have surpassed the plan’s intermediate target, which was set for 2007 for this goal.
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Goal 1. Close the Gaps in Participation — By 2015, close the gaps in participation rates across
Texas to add 500,000 more students.

Progress Toward 2005 Participation Targets

Annual Fall 2000 Fall 2003 Increase | Increase to 2005 Percent of
Enroliment (Public and from Reach 2005 Target Targeted Increase
Independent Institutions) 2000 to Targets1 for 2005 Achieved
2003 (Target less
Fall 2000)
Total 1,019,879 1,176,937 157,058 149,121 1,169,0001 105.3%
Black 108,463 132,211 23,748 23,537 132,0001 100.9%
Hispanic 237,394 291,959 54,565 102,606 340,0001 53.2%
White 570,042 626,201 56,159 20,958 591 ,0001 268%

" The plan’s original 2005 targets were updated to reflect more recent demographic projections by the State Data
Center. The original targets called for increasing total enroliment by 150,000 students over fall 2000 levels, while
increasing Black enroliment by 22,200 students, Hispanic enroliment by 101,600 students, and White enroliment by
24 100 students.

Analysis:

e The 157,058-student growth in enroliment from fall 2000 to fall 2003 represents the largest three-
year enrollment increase in the history of Texas higher education.

¢ The percentage of high school graduates who immediately enter college remains relatively un-
changed (Appendix B). (The increase in the number of students entering college immediately after
college is a result of the increasing number of high school graduates.) The Recommended High
School Program (RHSP), a college-preparatory curriculum, becomes effective for all public high
school students in fall 2004. Many public schools converted to the RHSP in advance of the statuto-
rily established deadline.

e White and Black student participation targets for 2005 have been met. White participation increased
dramatically, a trend which helps the state achieve the overall participation rate, but masks the
shortfall in Hispanic enroliment growth.

e Hispanic enroliment from fall 2000 to fall 2003 increased by 54,565 students, averaging 18,188

more Hispanic students annually. However, an average annual increase of 23,520 Hispanic stu-
dents is needed to meet the 2005 enroliment target for that group.

Progress toward the 2005 participation target — Conclusion:

Although 2005 targets have been reached for total enroliment and for Black and White enroliment,
Hispanic enroliment is not yet on track. Texas must increase Hispanic college enroliment by an addi-
tional 48,041 students to reach the 2005 target for that group.

In addition, the percentage of recent high school graduates who enter college is not increasing,
suggesting a need to enhance efforts to encourage them to prepare for and succeed in college.
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Goal 2. Close the Gaps in Success — By 2015, increase by 50 percent the number of degrees,
certificates, and other identifiable student successes from high quality programs.

Progress Toward 2005 Success Targets

Type of Success'

FY 2000

FY 2003 Increase Increase to 2005 Percent of
(Public Institutions) from 2000 | Reach 2005 Target Targeted
to 2003 Targets Increase for
(Target less 2005
Fall 2000) Achieved

Certificates, Assoclate’s and
Bachelor’s Deg [eesz 1 16,253 1 32,221 1 5,968 17,747 1 34,000 90%
Associate’s Degree52 25,509 30,492 4,983 2,491 28,000 200%
Bachelor's Degree52 74,920 81,134 6,214 12,580 87,500 49.4%
Doctoral Degrees2 2,621 2,577 (44) 179 2,800 (0.25)%
Certificates, Associate’s and
Bachelor’'s Degrees (Blacks)2 11,217 13,425 2,208 1,783 13,000 123.8%
Certificates, Associate’s and
Bachelor’s Degrees (Hispan- 23,369 28,794 5,425 7,631 31,000 71.1%
lcs)2
Technology-Related Degrees 12,411 14,577 2,166 6,589 19,000 32.9%
Allied Health and Nursing
Deg rees> 13,644 13,734 90 NA 13,500 102%
Teachers Certified® ° 11,529 20,528 8,999 7,471 19,000 120.5%

"Identifiable successes other than with degrees and certificates are summarized in the Success Appendix with a
summary of workforce education performance.

2The plan’s originally published success targets have been updated to include data from independent institutions.

% The 2005 target called for maintaining 2000 levels to reverse a long-term decline in these degrees.

4 Annual figures include data for all new teacher certificates, including those obtained through altemative certifica-

tion.

*Math and science teachers are also targeted in the plan; unfortunately data is not available at this time.
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Analysis:

The number of academic credentials (certificates, associate’s and bachelor's degrees) awarded in-
creased by 7,389 between FY 2002 and FY 2003, a significant change from the first year-to-year
period (FY 2000 to FY 2001), when the number increased by only 396 awards. However, the most
recent annual increase is not as high the 8,187-award increase from FY 2001 to 2002.The state
should exceed this Closing the Gaps success target for 2005.

Bachelor's degrees account for 38.9 percent of the increase in awards (bachelor's and associate’s
degrees and certificates) from FY 2000 to 2003.

Texas has exceeded the 2005 target for associate’s degrees. The number of associate’s degrees
awarded increased by 2,797 from FY 2002 to FY 2003, well beyond the 158-associate’s degree in-
crease from FY 2000 to FY 2001, the first year of the plan.

The number of certificates and undergraduate degrees awarded to Blacks and Hispanics increased

significantly and has exceeded (awards to Blacks) or is on track to meet (awards to Hispanics) the
2005 target.

Texas higher education institutions expect to award 139,040 degrees and certificates annually by
2005, based on the institutional targets that each institution established. If achieved, the state would
exceed the 2005 intermediate target for this measure - 134,000 awards — by 104 percent.

The number of doctoral degrees awarded increased slightly each year after falling from a high in
2000. The increases may not be enough to meet the 2005 target.

Technology-related awards have increased by 2,160 each year on average, a trend which contin-
ued should satisfy the 2005 intermediate target.

Health-related awards in 2003 exceeded the 2005 target. A large portion of these awards were
earned by two-year college students.

Teacher preparation has changed tremendously. According to the State Board of Educator Certifi-
cation, in 2000, 70 percent of beginning teachers were prepared in traditional undergraduate pro-
grams. By 2003, traditionally prepared teachers (from universities) represented 46 percent of be-
ginning teachers, with 34 percent of the teachers from alternative certification programs and the
remaining 19 percent of the teachers from post-baccalaureate programs.

Progress toward the 2005 success target — Conclusion:

The state continues to award more degrees and certificates to Black and Hispanic students.

Six-year graduation rates for university students slowly increased over the past decade, but re-

main relatively low, at 52 percent statewide. Although not specifically identified in the Plan, the time that
students take to earn degrees should be reduced, particularly among Black and Hispanic students, who
tend to take much more time to earn a degree.
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Goal 3. Close the Gaps in Excellence — By 2015, substantially increase the number of nationally
recognized programs or services at colleges and universities.

Progress Toward 2005 Excellence Targets

Increase the number of.... 2000 | 2003 | 2010'
Research institutions ranked in the top 10 0 0 1
Public research universities in the top 10 0 0 2
Public liberal arts universities ranked in the top 30 0 0 2
Health Science Centers ranked among the top 10 0 0 1

'Closing the Gaps by 2015 identifies only one intermediate excellence target — for 2010.

Analysis:

e All Texas public higher education institutions have identified at least one program to develop for
national recognition (Appendix E). All but six public institutions have also identified at least one
type of national recognition that they have received recently (available at
hitp://www.thecb.state.tx.us/ClosingTheGaps/ ). The list of recognitions continues to increase,
with notable awards to faculty and for institutional accomplishments.

e Texas Southem University and Texas A&M University-Prairie View continue satisfactory pro-

gress related to benchmarks established in The Priority Plan to Strengthen Education at those
institutions

« In the absence of a national ranking system for community and technical colleges, the Coordi-

nating Board will work with the colleges to develop guidelines to assist them in meeting the in-
tent of the excellence goal.

Progress toward the 2005 excellence target — Conclusion:

Texas public and independent higher education institutions are home to approximately 100 pro-
grams identified among the “Top 10" in various categories of the U.S. News & World Report national
rankings. In addition, the state’s public and independent institutions consistently appear in a variety of
education-related rankings, and their faculty are recognized as recipients of the National Science Foun-
dation’s Medal of Science and Medal of Technology. Increased competition across the nation for top-
ranked standings in the various comparison ranking systems will require Texas’ institutions to diligently
pursue improvement in this target area. Achieving excellence requires continued, sustained effort in
areas targeted for excellence. Progress toward the 2010 and 2015 targets identified in Closing the
Gaps is difficult to measure this early in the 15-year life of the plan.
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Goal 4. Close the Gaps in Research —- By 2015, increase the level of federal science and engi-
neering research funding to Texas institutions by 50 percent to $1.3 billion.

Progress Toward 2005 Research Targets
Federal Research and Development Dollars

Increase to Percent of
Increase funding to FY 2002 Increase Reach 2007 Taraeted
Texas universities FY 1998 (constant from Targets 2007 Inc r;g se for
and health-rel'ﬁued 1998 FY 1998t0 | (Targetless Target? 2007
institutions dollars) FY 2002 FY 1998) Achieved
In federal re-
search and - - - - -
development $846 million | $1.3 billion | $454 million | $154 million $1 billion 295%
dollars
'Figures are provided by the National Science Foundation.
2Closing the Gaps by 2015 provides only an intermediate target for 2007.
Progress Toward 2005 Research Targets
Research Expenditures
. Increase to Percent of
Increase fundl.n.g to Increase Reach 2007 Targeted
Texas universities FY 1999 FY 2003 from Targets 2007 Increase for
and health-related FY 1999 to Target?
institutions’ FY 2003 (Target less 2007
FY 1999) Achieved
Total research
and o - .- - - o
development $1.45 billion | $2.17 billion | $72 million $75 million | $2.2 billion 96%
dollars

'Figures are provided by the National Science Foundation.
2Closing the Gaps by 2015 provides only an intermediate target for 2007. The target represents an increase of 5 per-

cent per year

Analysis:

e Texas institutions of higher education ranked 5th (a drop from 3rd) in federal obligations for sci-
ence and engineering after California, New York, Pennsyivania and Maryland. In federal obliga-
tions for research and development in science and engineering after California, New York,
Pennsylvania and Maryland. (Pennsylvania and Maryland both moved ahead of Texas.)

e Federal science and engineering obligations in Texas increased by 1.2 percent between Fiscal
Year 2001 and 2002, as compared to 3.9 percent in California, 7.4 percent in Pennsylvania and
10.1 percent in Maryland (in 1998 constant dollars).
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o Total reported research expenditures increased 6 percent over Fiscal Year 2002. Research ex-
penditures in Fiscal Year 2003 were $2,174,191,894, in Fiscal Year 2002, the total was
$2,050,239,839. Total research expenditures increased by 91.3 percent since Fiscal Year 1993.

¢ The federal government provided 56.1 percent of the research funds expended, an increase
from 55.7 percent in Fiscal Year 2002.

o The National Institute of Health provides 59 percent of the federal research support for science
and engineering to Texas higher education institutions.

Progress toward the 2005 research target — Conclusion:

Texas institutions have made significant progress in obtaining federal funds and are well posi-
tioned to surpass the plan’s 2007 intermediate target. Because of the delay in the availability of re-
search funding data from the federal govemment, the Coordinating Board did not have current data
when Closing the Gaps by 2015 was developed in 2000. Data for that period is now available, and it
indicates that more federal research dollars were flowing to Texas at that time.
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Appendix B
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List of Texas Public Communiy/Junior Colleges
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Alamc Communrity College

Alvin Communiy Cokege
Amarily Cobege

Angelina Callage

Austin Community Collega

Blinn College

Brazosport Colegs

Cantral Texas Collage

Cisco Junbor College

Clarendan College

Coagtal Bend College

College of the Mamnkand

Zollin County Community Collage
Dallas County Commanily College
Dal Mar Colaga

£l Paso Community College
Erank Phillips College

Galveston Collage

Grayson County College

Hill Sallege

Houston Communiby College
Howard Colege

Kilgore College

Lamds Community College

Lee College

McLannan Communily College
Midland Collagea

Mavamre Coliege

MorheCentral Texas College
Marh Haris Montgomery Communily College
Monheast Texas Community Collage
Odassa Colege

Panola College

Pariz Junior Collage

Ranger Collegs

San Jacinle Collega

Snuth Plaims College

South Texas Community College
Southwesl Texas Junior Callege
Tamant County Collage

femple Cosage

Texarkars Callege

Tazas Southmast Callege

Trinity Vallay Carmmunily College
Tyler Junioe College

Vamon Bagional Junior College
Victoria Coflaga, The
Weatherford College

Western Taxas College

Wiartan Gounty Junior Coflaga
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Angelo State University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($14,570,914)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans
38%

All Gift Aid
61%

All Gift Aid 2,140 $8,787,758
All Loans 1,276 $5,591,281
All Work-Study 95 $191,875
All Funds* 2,164 $14,570,914

Breakdown of Loans ($5,591,281)

Other Loans
Unsub. Stafford Lns. 2%
20% :
Sub. Stafford Lns.

78%

Subsidized Stafford l.oans 1,235 $4,361,187 Other Loans
Unsubs:dized Stafford Loans 395 $1,131,176 Perkins Loans 18 $70,100
Other Loans 31 $98.915 PLUS Loans 7 $14,838
Total Loans* 1,276 £5,591,281 Coliege Access Loans 4 $7.980
Other Long-Term Loans 2 $6,000
Other Loans 31 $98,018
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Angelo State University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($8,787,758)

Other Gift Aid
9% |

TPEG
6%

Other Gr. & Schol,

14% Pell Grant
49%
| TEXAS Grant
I 22%
|
'! |
Pell Grant 1,625 $4,300,110 Other Gift Aid
THXAS Grant 700 $1,034,343 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 440 $303,033
Other Grants & Scholarships 559 §1,196,950 Categorical Aid 63 $222,796
Other Gift Aid 659 $754,123 Exemptions & Waivers 57 $114,863
TX Pub. Educational Grant {TPEG} 776 $512,232 Student Deposit Schelarships 49 $46,499
Total Grants and Scholarships* 2,140 38,787,758 Teach for Texas Cond. Grant 6 $33,332
Pub.5tu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 30 $22,175
Byrd Scholarship $4,500
Nursing Scholarship $4,500
Special Leveraging Asst. Grant g $2,425
Other Gift Aid 659 754,123

Breakdown of Work-Study ($191,875)

State Work-Study
8%

Federal Work-Study

92%
Federal Work-Study 95 $177,453
State Work-Study 12 $14.422
Toral Work-Study* 95 $191,875
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Lamar University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($18,159,292)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans
39%

i
|

All Gift Aid 2,908 $10,952,504

All Loans 1,770 $7,015,680

All Work-Study 102 $191,108

All Funds* 3,289 $18,159,292

Breakdown of Loans {$7,015,680)

Other Loans
2%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
23%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

5%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 1,693 $5,278,462 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 643 $1,603,072 PLUS Loans 29 $125,310
Other Loans 35 $134,146 Other Long-term Loans 4] $8,830
Total J.oans 1,770 $7,015,680 Orther Loans 35 $134,146
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Lamar University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($10,952,504)

: Other Gift Aid
i 7%
TPEG
17%
Pell Grant
56%
TEXAS Grant
20%
Pelt Grant 2,482 $6,068 681 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 824 $2,219.897 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 249 $3%0,000
TX Pub. Educational Grants (TPEG) 1,410 $1,846,319 Exemptions & Waivers 111 $257,922
Other Gift Aid 458 $774,847 Categorical Aid 20 $45,189
Other Grants & Scholarships 25 $42,760 Student Deposit Scholarship 42 $40,164
Total Grants and Scholarships* 2,908 $10,952,504 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 19 $25,803
Byrd Scholarship 6 $8,250
Teach for Texas Conditional Gr, 2 87,519
Other Gaft Aud* 458 §774,847

Breakdown of Work-Study ($191,108)

State Work-Study
10%

Federal Work-Study

90%
Federal Work-Study 97 $171,961
State Work-Study 11 519,147
Total Work-Study* 102 $191,108
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Midwestern State University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($11,518,906)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans
. 46% All Gift Aid
; 53% :
Al Gift Aid 1671 $6,121,505
All Loans 1,191 $5,315,421
All Work-Study 57 $81,980
All Funds* 1,869 $11,518,906

Breakdown of Loans ($5,315,421)

Other Loans

Unsub, Stafford Lns. 1%
21%

. Sub. Stafford Lns.

T8%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 1,173 $4,142,285 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 35%  $1,099,017 Other Long-term Loans 7 $25,429
Other Loans 21 $74,119 College Access Loans 4 $17,000
Total Loans* 1,11 $5,315,421 Perkins Loans 5 $16,939
PLUS Loans 5 $14,751
Other Loans 21 $74,119

Midwestern State University, con’t.
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Breakdown of Gift Aid ($6,121,505)

TPEG
"M%

TEXAS Gran{
14%

Pelt Grant
55%
Other Giff Aid 3
20%
Pell Grant 1,398 $3,388,335 Other Gift Aid
Other Gift Aid 852 $1,235,527 Other Grants & Scholarships
TEXAS Grant 330 $850,780 Exemptions & Waivers
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 541 $640,863 Categosical Aid
Total Grants and Scholarships* 1,671 $6,121,505 Supplermnental Ed. Oppty. Granes

Student Deposit Scholarship
Pub .5t Incentive Gr/LEAP
Byrd Scholarship
NursingScholarships

Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr.

418
204
78
12
18
14
2

$549,540
$295,688
$249,043
$108,912
$13,415
$10,448
$3,000
$3,000
$1,581

Other Gift Aid

Breakdown of Work-Study {$81,980)

State Work-Study
19%

Federal Work-Study
B81%

Federal Work-Study 57 $66,446
State Work-Study 31 $15,534
Total Work-Study* 57 $81,980

126

852 §1,235,527




Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Prairte View A&M University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($40,268,269)

All Work-Study
4%

All Gift Aid
40%

All Loans 4,024 $22,694,418
Al Gifr Ad 3,521 £15,905,051
All Work-Study 718 $1,577,900
All Funds* 4,701 $40),268,269
e I ;
: Breakdown of Loans ($22,694,418)
|
Other Loans I
4%
Unsub. Stafford Lns.,
39%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
57%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 3,576 $12,946,273 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 2,105 $8,843,158 PLUS Loans 139 $706,195
Other Loans 185 $904,987 Other Long-term Loans 46 $198,792
Total Loans* 4,024 $22,694,418 Other Loans 185 $90:4,987
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Prairie View A&M University, con’t.

Other Gr. & Schol.
15%

Other Gift Aid
16%

TEXAS Grant

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($15,995,951)

Pell Grant
45%

24%
Pell Grant 2,61t §7,344,233 Other Gift Asd
TEXAS Grant 1,372 §3,780,769 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 1,519 $1,261,134
Other Gift Aid 2,231 $2,531,016 - TX Pub. Educational Gr. (IPEG) 601 $913,053
Other Grants & Scholarships 921 §2,339,933 Exemptions & Waivers 88 $312,879
Total Grants and Scholarships* 3,52t $15,995951 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 19 $35,194
Nursing Scholarships 2 $5,500
Student Deposit Scholarship 2 $3,256
Other Gift Aid 2,231 $2,531,016

Institution Work-Study
43%

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,577,900)

State Work-Study
1%

4 Federal Work-Study
56%

Federal Work-Study 431 $881,603
Lastitution Work-Study 292 $674,562
State Work-Study 19 $21,735
Total Work-Study* 718 $1,577,900
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Sam Houston State University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($27,697,811)

All Work-Study
1%

All Gift Aid
46% All Leans
53%
All Loans 2,868 $14,828,770
All Gift Aid 3,174 $12,665,761
All Work-Study 150 $203,280
All Funds 3,699 $27,697,811

Breakdown of L.oans ($14,828,770)

Other Loans
3%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.

26%
Sub. Stafford Lns.

71%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 2,832 $10,455,136 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 1,145 $3,874,368 PIL.US Loans 94 $295,704
Other Loans 146 $499,266 Other Long-term ILoans 32 $112,087
Tortal Loans* 2,868 514,828,770 Perkins Loans 18 $88,967
College Access Loans 2 $2,498
Other Loars 146 $499.266
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Sam Houston State University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($12,665,761)

TPEG
7%

Other Gift Aid

17%
Pel Grant
52%
TEXAS Grant ™
24% :
|
i
Pell Grant 2,608  $6,593,581 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 1012 $3,047779 Other Grants & Scholarships 391 $708,219
Other Gift Aid 1,503  $2,195,623 Categorical Aid 392 $621,093
I Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 1,400 $828,778 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 478 $406,960
Total Grants and Scholarships* 3,174 $12,665,761 Exemptions & Watvers 120 $374,807
Stadent Deposit Schojarship 77 $47,656
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LIZAP 41 £30,888
Byrd Schotarship 4 $6,000
Other Gift Aid 1,503 $2,195,623

Breakdown of Work-Study ($203,280)

State Work-Study
13%

Federal Work-Study

87%
Federal Work-Study 149 $176,054
Statc Work-Study 58 $27,226
Total Work-Study* 150 $203,280
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Stephen F. Austin State University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($28,748,003)

All Work-Study
2%

Al Loans NS All Gift Aid
48% & 50%
Al Gift Aid 3,526 $14,401,417
All Loans 2,879 $13,813,875
All Work-Study 364 $532,711
All Funds* 3,682 $28,748,003

Breakdown of Loans ($13,813,875)

Other Loans
7%

Unsub. Stafford Lns. S
21%

72%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 2,790 $9,819,222 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 1,137 $2,959,267 Perkins Loans 208 $849.833
Other Loans 337 $1,035,386 College Access Loans k3 $109,708
Total Loans* 2879 $13,813,875 PLUS Loans 23 $56,822
QOther Long-term [L.oans 7 $19,023
Other Loans 337 $1,635,386

131



Report of the Joint Intetim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Stephen F. Austin State University, con’t.

Pell Grant

TEXAS Grant

Other Gift Aid

TX Pub. Educational Gr. (IPEG)

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($14,401,417)

TPEG
10%

Total Grants and Scholarships*

Other Gift Aid
16%
Pell Grant
52%
TEXAS Grant
22%
2,754  $7,531,515 Other Gift Aid
1,121 $3,103,172 Other Grants & Scholarships 365  $1,270,519
1,881 $2,367,783 Categoncal Aid 356 $499,951
2,089 $1,398,947 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 566 $417,905
3,526 $14,401,417 Exemptions & Waivers 37 $139,169
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LIEAP 53 $33,239
Byrd Scholasship 3 $4,500
Nussing Scholarships 1 §2,500
Orher Gift Aad 1,881  $2,367,783

Breakdown of Work-Study ($532,711)

State Work-Study
8%

Federal Work-Study

92%
Federal Work-Study 359 $491,175
State Work-Saudy 27 £41,5306
Total Work-Study* 364 $332,711
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Sul Ross State University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($9,096,672)

All Work-Study
3%

Al Loans K o
44% All Gift Aid
53%
ATl Gift Aid 1,426 $4,859,782
All Loans 1,009 $4,008,789
All Work-Study 162 £228 101
All Funds* 1,520 $9,096,672

Breakdown of Loans ($4,008,789)

Other Loans

Unsub. Stafford Lns. 2%
19% '

Sub. Stafford Lns.

79%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 959 $3,138,206 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 334 $779,217 Perkins Loans 46 $81,319
QOther Loans 50 $91,366 Other Long-term Loans 4 §10,047
T'oral Loans* 1,009 $4,008,78% Odic: Loaies 50 $01,366
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Sul Ross State University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($4,859,782)

Other Gift Aid
8% 1

Categorical Aid
4%

TEXAS Grant
14%

Pell Grant

74%
Pell Grant 1,320 $3,586,528 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 245 $677,830 TX Pub. Educational Gz. (TPEG) 329 $199.806
Othes Gift Aid 698 $394,336 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 251 £97,228
Categorical Aid 166 $201,088 Other Grants & Schol. 95 §73,886
Taotal Grants and Scholarships* 1,426 $4,859,782 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 18 §13,016
Teach for Texas Conditional Gr. 1 $5,900
Student Deposit Scholarship 3 $3,000
Nursing Scholarship 1 $1,500
Other Gift Aid 698 $394,336

Breakdown of Work-Study ($228,101)

State Work-Study
6%

Inst. Work-Study
20%

Federal Work-Study
74%

Federal Work-Study 142 $167,049
Institutional Work-Srudy 86 540,267
State Work-Study 50 314,785
Total Work-Study* 162 $228.101
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Tatleton State University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($20,656,421)

All Work-Study
1%

Al Gift Aid g8
A2%
All Loans
57%
All Loans 2,190 $11,776,428
All Gift Axd 2,406 $8,700,436
Al Work-Study 99 $179.557
All Funds* 2,847 $20,656,421

Breakdown of Loans ($11,776,428)

Other Loans
2%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
26%

Sub. Stafford Lns.
72%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 2146 $8,490,660 Other Loans

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 920 $3,078,586 PLUS Loans 60 $195,918
Other Loans 62 $207.182 College Access Loans 2 £11,264
Tortal Loans* 2,190 $11,776,420 Other Loans 62 $2307,182

135



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Tarleton State University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($8,700,436)

TPEG
7%

Other Gift Aid
14%

TEXAS Grant f Pell Grant

17% 62%
Pell Grant 2,084 $5,382,360 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 518 $1,462,322 Supplementat Fd. Oppty. Grants 379 $398,990
Other Gift Aid 853 $1,223,608 Categorical Aid 164 £386,311
TX Pub. Educational Grants (TPEG) 624 $632,146 Exemptions & Waivers 85 $305,060
Total Grants and Scholarships* 2,406 $8.700,436 Student Deposit Scholarship 181 $62,000
Teach for TX Cond. Grant 6 $33,478
Pub.5tu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 25 $25,351
Nursing Scholarships 4 $8,730
Spedial Leveraging Ed. Assist. Gr. 9 $3,608
Other Gift Aid 853  $1,223,608

Breakdown of Work-Study ($179,557)

State Work-Study
14%

Federal Work-Study

86%
Federal Work-Study 99 $154,529
State Work-Study 7 $75.078
Total Work-Study* 99 $179,557
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas A&M International University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($13,625,481)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans
25%

All Gift Aid
74%

All Gift Asd 2134 $10,109,944
All Loans 843 $3,370,145
All Work-Study 99 $145,392
All Funds* 2231 $13,625,4861

Breakdown of Loans ($3,370,145)

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
18%

Sub. Stafford Lns.
82%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 831 $2,779,509
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 231 $590,636
Total Loans* 843 £3,370,145
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Texas A&M International University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($10,109,944)

Categorical Aid
7% i

Other Gift Aid

11%
Pell Grant
50%
TEXAS Grant
32%

Pell Grant 1,801 $4,993,574 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 99 $3,278,726 TX Pub. Educational Gr. (TPEG) 644 $413,036
Other Gift Aud 1,250 $1,149,212 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 315 §238,894
Categoricat Aid 446 $688,432 Other Grants and Scholarships 149 $215,011
Total Grants and Scholarships* 2,134 $10,109,944 Exemptions & Waivers 101 $204,580

Teach for TX Cond. Grant 15 $58,556

Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 23 $11,135

Nursing Scholarships 3 $8,000

Other Gift Aid 1,250 $1,149,212

Breakdown of Work-Study ($145,392)

State Work-Study
%

Federal Work-Study

93%
Federal Work-Study 93 $135,836
Srate Work-Study ! $9,350
Total Work-Study™* 99 $145,392
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas A&M University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($69,908,724)

All Work-Study
2%

All Loans

51%

i
All Loans 6,072 $36,022,375
All Gaft Asd 6,455 $32,603,752
All Work-Study 731 $1,282,597
All Funds* 7,626 $60,008,724

Breakdown of Loans ($36,022,375)

Other Loans
2% ]
Perkins Lns.
10%

Unsub, Stafford Lns.
16%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

72%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 5,794  $25916,717 Other oans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 1,277 £5,606,525 Other Long-term Loans 212 $526,609
Perkins Loans 1,583 §3,651,690 College Access Loans 68 $215,659
Orthes Loans X4 $647 443 1'LLUS Loans 34 §105,175
Total Loans* 6,072 $36,022,375 QOther Loans 314 $R47,443
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Texas A&M University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($32,603,752)

Other Gift Aid

Pell Grant

38%
TEXAS Grant
20%
1 Other Gr. & Schol.
25%

Pell Grant 4430  §11,699,727 Other Gift Aid
Other Grants & Scholarships 3,269 $8,262,415 Supplemental BEd, Oppty. Grants 1,092 $1,805,878
TEXAS Grant 2,309 $6,646,268 Categorical Aid 44 $126,908
TX Pub. Educational Grant {TPEG) 2,679 $3,849,545 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 72 $96,497
Other Gift A:d 1,288 $2,145,797 Byrd Scholarship 38 $55,500
Total Grants and Scholarships* 6,455  $32,603,752 Exemptions & Waivers 7 $27,949

Teach for TX Cond. Grant 2 $15,457

Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 27 $13,108

Student Deposit Scholarships 6 $4,500

Other Gift Axd 1,288 $2,145,797

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,282,597)

State Work-Study
5%

Federa! Work-Study
94%

Federal Work-Study 717 $1,209,683
State Worl: Study 40 $72,014
Total Work-Study* 731 $1,282,597
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Tezas A&M University-Comrmerce
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 {$21,160,724)

Adl Work-Study
2%

All Gift Aid

46% All Loans

52%

All Loans 2,167 $11,161,732
All Gift Aid 2,274 $9,641,378
All Work-Study 218 $357,614
All Funds* 2,748 $21,160,724

Breakdown of Loans ($11,161,732)

Other Loans
Unsub. Fed Direct 2%
Loans
25%
Sub. Fed Direct Loans

73%
Subsidized Fed Direct Loans 2,094 $8,159,046 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Fed Direcr Loans 811 $2,766,189 Perkins Loans 86 $207,750
Other Loans 97 $236,497 PLUS Loans 11 $28,747
Tuotal Lisans™ 2,167 $11,161,732 Other Loans o7 £236,197
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Texas A&M University-Commerce, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($9,641,378)

TPEG
10%

TEXAS Grant
15%

Other Gift Aid
7%

Pell Grant

Other Gift Aud

TEXAS Grant

TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG)

"Total Grants and Scholarships*

Pell Grant
58%

2,029 $5,601,010 Other Gift Aid
1,350 $1,681,314 Other Grants & Scholarships 701 $755,152
496 $1,403,971 Categorical Aid 216 $458,468
684 $955,083 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 310 $212,554
2274 $0.641,378 Exemptions & Waivers B 8210,073
Pub.5tu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 30 $24,000
Teach for TX Cond. Granc 5 $18,067
Byrd Scholarship 2 $3,000
Other Gift Aid 1,350  $1,681,314

Breakdown of Work-Study ($357,614)

Federal Work-Study
100%

TFederal Work-Study

218 $357,614

Total Work-Study*
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($18,105,120)

All Work-Study
2%

Al Gift Aid
All Loans 48%
50%
All Loans 1,539 $9,047,973
Al Gifr Aud 2,078 $8,768,816
All Work-Study 157 $288,331
All Funds* 2,316 $18,105,120

- - . -

L , Breakdown of Loans ($9,047,973)

Other Loans
3%
Unsub. Stafford Lns.
27%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
70%
Subsidized Fed Direct Loans 1,512 $6,261,535 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Fed Direct Loans 674 $2,475,078 PLUS Loans 53 $205,360
Other Loans 115 $311,360 Perkins Lpans 62 $106,000
"Tom} Loans* 1,539 $9,047,973 Othes Loans 115 $311,360
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Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($8,768,816)

TPEG

8% |

Other Gr. & Schol.
8%

Other Gift Aid
11%
Pell Grant
53%
TEXAS Grant
20%

Pell Grant 1,682 $4,735,983 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 600 $1,715,091 Categorical Aid 341 $541,244
Other Gift Aid 681 $955,747 Supplemental Eid. Oppty. Grants 262 $217,843
Other Grants & Scholarships 448 $088,887 Exemptions & Waivers 34 $114,033
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 748 $673,108 "Teach for TX Cond. Grant 8 $50,092
Total Grants and Scholarships™* 2078 38,768,816 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LIZAP 24 §23,699
Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 9 $3,336
Byrd Scholarship 2 $3,000
Nursing Scholarships 1 $2,500
Other Gift Aid 681 $955,747

Breakdown of Work-Study ($288,331)

State Work-Study
6%

Federal Work-Study
94%

Federal Work-Study 155 $270,059
State Work-Stady 11 §17,372
Total Work-Study* 157 $288,331
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas A&M University-Galveston
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($2,728,770)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans §
49%
All Gift Aid 317 $1,380,317
Al Loans 357 $1,326,230
All Work-Study 16 $22,223
Al Funds* 428 $2,728,770

Breakdown of Loans ($1,326,230)

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
1%

Other Loans
4%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

95%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 353 $1,256,741 Other Loans
Other Loans 12 $55,231 PLUS Loans 4 $20,298
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 7 $14,258 Other Long-term Loans 4 $17,773
Foual Lorans™ 357 $1,326,230 Pecihins Luais 4 30,160
Other Loans 12 $55,231

145



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Texas A&M University-(Galveston, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($1,380,317)

Other Gr. & Schol.
16%

: TPEG
16% Pell Grant
52%
Other Gift Aid
17%

Pell Grant 279 $722,593 Other Gift Asd
Other Gift Aid 98 $236,918 TEXAS Grant 56
TX Pub. Educational Grants (I'PEG) 135 $217,084 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 40
Other Grants & Scholarships 119 $203,722 Pub.Stu. incentive Gr/LEAP 2
Total Grants and Scholarships* 317 51,380,317 Other Gift Aid 98

e

Breakdown of Work-Study ($22,223)

State Work-Study
4%

Federal Work-Study

86%
Federal Work-Study 14 $19,119
State Work-Study 3 §3,104
Total Work-Study* 16 $22,223
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas A&M University-Kingsville
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 {$24,225,437)

All Work-Study
2%

All Gift Aid

All Loans 50%

48%

Al Gift Aid 2,826 $12,031,596
All Loans 2,208 $11,612,193
All Work-Study 374 $581,648
All Funds* 3,082 §24,225 437

Breakdown of Loans ($11,612,193)

Other Loans
3%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
25%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

72%
Subsidized Fed Dircet Loans 2,230 $8,379,858 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Fed Direct Loans 970 $2,857,533 PLUS Loans 162 $245,118
Other Loans 160 $374,802 Perkins Loans 58 $129,684
Toutal Louin® 2,298  $11,612,193 Other Loana 160 £174,802
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Texas A&M University-Kingsville, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($12,031,596)

Other Gift Aid
% |

Other Gr. & Schol.
%

Pell Grant

63%
e
Pell Grant 2,593 $7,542,614 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 880 $2,476,077 TX Pub. Educational Grant {TPEG} 504 $391,817
Other Gift Axd 838  $1,115,623 Supplementai E2d. Oppty. Grants 613 $362,775
Other Grants & Scholarships 577 $897,282 Exemptions & Waivers 213 $339,990
Total Grants and Scholarships* 2,826  $12,031,596 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 9 $17,479
Byrd Scholagship 3 $3,562
Other Gift Aid 838 $1,115,623
[ o i
Breakdown of Work-Study ($581,648)
State Work-Study
4% 7\
Other Work |
5%
Federal Work-Study
91%

Federal Work-Study 355 $526,311 Other Work

Other Work 31 $30,851 Institutional Work-Study 18 $15,984

Stare Work-Study [ F24, 480 AuehCorps 13 B14,867

Total Work-Study* 374 $581,648 31 $30,851
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas A&M University-Texarkana
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($1,901,524)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans
43%
All Gift Aid

56%

All Gafr Aud 339 $1,071,268
All Loans 227 £814,386
All Work-Study 20 $15,870
All Funds* 414 $1,901,524

Breakdown of Loans ($814,386)

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
1%

Sub. Stafford Lns.
89%

Subsidized Fed Direct Loans 227 $721,929
Unsubsidized Fed Darect Loans 40 $92,457
Total Loanck 277 CR14, 386

149



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Texas A&M University-Texarkana, con’t.

’ Breakdown of Gift Aid ($1,071,268)

Categorical Aid I
11% :

TPEG

Pelt Grant 301 $667,544 Other Gift Aid

Other Gift Aid 164 $155,687 Other Grants & Scholarships 82 $63,382

TX Pub. Educational Grants (PEG) 84 $134,162 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 45 $35,638

Categorical Aid 85 $113,875 TEXAS Grant 10 $24,147

Total Grants and Schelarships* 339 $1,071,268 Exemptions & Waivers 15 $20,527
Student Deposit Scholarships 9 $6,250
Teach for TX Cond. Grant 1 $3,752
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 2 $1,991
Other Gift Aid 164 $155,687

Breakdown of Work-Study ($15,870)

AmeriCorps
21%

Federal Work-Study

79%
Federal Work-Study 18 $12,564
Amert_orps 2z 33,300
Total Work-Study* 20 $15,870
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas Southern University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($53,772,611)

All Work-Study
2%

All Gift Aid
46%

All Loans 5,030 $28,050,989
All Gift Aud 5,655 $24,902,827
All Work-Study 407 $818,795
All Funds* 6,516 $53,772,611

Breakdown of Loans ($28,050,989)

Perkins Lns.
%

Unsub. Stafford Lhs.

39%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
60%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 4,908 $16,795,251
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 2,778 $11,073,473
Perkins Loans /1 $182 285
Torgl Loang™* 5,030 $28,050,989

Texas Southern University, con’t.
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Breakdown of Gift Aid ($24,902,827)

Other Gr. & Schol.
9% \

TEX¥AS Grant
11%

Other Gift Aid
18% \

62%

Pell Grant 5,157  $15,501,51 Other Gift Aid
Other Gift Aid 2,459  $4,510,357 TX Pub. Educational Gr. (TPEG) 1,173 $1,813,974
TEXAS Grant 947 $2,631,623 Exemptions & Waivers 289 $1,323,134
Orther Grants & Scholarships 762 $2,239,256 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 561 $799,254
Total Grants and Scholarships* 5,655  $24,902,827 Categorical Aid 388 $537,490
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 37 $32,205
Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 11 $4,300
Other Gift Aid 2,459 $4,510,357

Breakdown of Work-Study ($818,795)

State Work-Study
4%

Federal Work-Study
96%

Federal Work-Study 399 $787,882
State Work-Study 10 $30,913
Total Work-Study* R/ B8, 1Yo
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas State University-San Marcos
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($56,880,349)

All Work-Study
2%

All Gift Aid
41%
All Loans
57%
All Loans 6,738 $32,217 461
All Gift Aid 3,666 $23,467,900
All Work-Study 743 $1,194,979
All Funds* 7,786 $56,880,349

Breakdown of Loans ($32,217,461)

Other Loans
8% -%

|
Unsub. Fed Direct Lns
8%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

23% Sub. Fed Diract Lns
81%

Subsidized Fed Direct Loans 4,883 $19,565,523 Other Loans
Subsidized Stafford Loans 737 $7,305,640 Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 418 $1,620,485
Unsubsidized Fed Direct Loans 1,695 $2,615,263 Other Long-term Loans 108 $616,803
Other Loans 222 $2,641,035 College Access Loans 70 $270,348
T'otal Loans* 6,738 $32,217,461 PLUS l.oans 24 PN, 402

Perkins Loans 20 $44,937

Other I.oans 222 $2,641,035
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Texas State University-San Marcos, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($23,467,909)

Categorical Aid
6% h
L

Other Gift Aid

13%
Pell Grant
TPEG 49%
16%
TEXAS Grant
16%
Pell Grant 4554  $11,409,947 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 1,344 $3,823,580 Other Grants & Scholarships 562 §1,199,101
TX Public Educational Gr.(TPEG) 3,014 $3,767,988 Supplemental [d. Oppty. Grants 542 $837,040
Other Gift Aid 1,625 $3,0602,081 Exemptions & Waivers 221 677,960
Categorical Aid 673 $1,464,313 Student Depaosit Scholarship 224 $122,163
Total Grants and Scholarships* 5,666 £23,467,909 Teach for TX Conditional Gr. 21 $92,552
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 55 $73,265
Other Gift Aid 1,625  $3,002,081

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,194,979)

AmeriCorps
State Work-Study 3%
5%

Federal Work-Study

92%
Federal Work-Study 727 $1,109,815
State Work-Stucy 50 $54,284
AmeriCorps 18 $30,880
Total Work-Study* 743 $1,194,979
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas Tech University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($63,313,147)

All Work-Study
3%

All Gift Aid
: 30%
| All Loans :
58% |
Al Loans 5,303 $36,934,607
Al Gift Aid 6,102 $24,686,689
Al Work-Study 536 $1,791,761
All Funds* 6,611 $63,313,147

Breakdown of Loans ($36,834,697)

Other Loans
1%

Other Long-term Lns.
%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.j

29%
¥ Sub. Stafford Lns.
63%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 4,968 $22,954.977 Other Loans

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 2,304  $10,800,293 College Access Loans 63 $232,118
Other Long-term Loans 571 $2,760,792 Perkins Loans 30 $86,517
Other Loans 93 $318,635 Other Loans 93 $318,635
Total Loans* 5,303 $36,834,697
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Texas Tech University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($24,686,689)

Other Gift Aid
8% 1

Other Gr. & Schol.

Pell Grant

TEXAS Grant
Other Grants & Scholarships
Other Gift Aid

Total Grants and Scholarships*

12%
Pell Grant
43%
TEXAS Grant !
17% :
TPEG
20%
3,914 $10,556,292 Other Gift Aid
TX Pub. Educational Grant {TPEG) 3952 $4936917 Supplemental Bd. Oppty. Grants 011  $986,124
1,511 $4,313,130 Categorical Aid 517 $022 965
1,655 $2,878,212 Pub.5tu. Incentive Gr/LLEAP 3 $54,150
1,483 $2.002,138 Byrd Scholarship 23 $32,99%
6,102 £24 686,689 Teach for TX Cond. Grant 1 $5,900
Other Gift Aid 1,483 $2,002,138

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,791,761)

State Work-Study
3%

Federal Work-Study

97%
Federal Worl-Stdy 535 $1,736,117
State Work-Study 10 $55,644
Total Work-Study* 536 $1,791,761
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

Texas Woman’s University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($15,879,915)

All Work-Study
1%

Al Gift Aid SR

45% All Loans
54%
Ali Loans 1,553 $8,582,345
All Gift Aid 1,832 $7,001,372
All Work-Study 149 $206,198
All Funds* 2,154 $15,879,915

Breakdown of Loans ($8,582,345)

Other Loans
%

1

Perkins Lns.
4%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.

18%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
75%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 1,491 $6,360,045 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford I.oans 514 $1,579,702 Other Long-term Loans 59 $210,062
Perlans Loans 79 $370,755 College Access Loans 14 $39,810
Other Loans 81 $271,843 PLUS Loans 2] $21,971
Total Loans* 1,553 $8,582,345 Other Loans 81 §271,843
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Texas Woman’s University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($7,091,372)

Other Gift Aid

9%
Other Gr. & Schol.
12%

Pell Grant
51%

TPEG
15%
Pell Grant 1,339 $3,566,173 Other Gift Aid
TX Pub. Educational Grant (ITPEG) 871 $1,076,167 Supplemental I2d. Oppty. Grants 470 $399,862
TEXAS Grant 319 $905,263 Categorical Aid 148 §183,158
Other Grants & Scholarships 521 $877,908 Teach for TX Cond Grant $23,855
Other Gift Aid 670 $665,861 Exemptions & Waivers $18,142
Total Grants and Scholarships* 1,832 $7,091,372 Student Deposit Scholarships 20 $16,854
Pab.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 13 §16,174
Nursing Scholasships 2 $5.500
Special Leveraging FEd. Asst. Gr. 5 $2,316
Other Gift Ad 670 $665,861
Breakdown of Work-Study ($206,198)
Other Work
9%
Inst. Work-Study
12%
" Federal Work-Study
79%
Federal Work-Study 128 8162360 Other Work
Inst. Work-Study 18 $25,345 State Work-Seudy 13 $16,085
Other Work 15 $18,493 AmeriCorps 2 $2,408
Total Work-Study* 149 $206,198 Other Work 15 $18,493
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas at Arlington
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($41,479,701)

All Work-Study
3%

All Loans
Al Gift Aid 49%
48%
|
All Loans 4,704 $20,115,902
Al Gift Aid 5,308 $20,050,189
All Work-Study G687 $1,313,610
All Funds* 6,710 $41 479701

Breakdown of Loans ($20,115,902)

Other Loans
3%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
12%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

85%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 4,566 $17,282,790 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 786 $2,315,411 Perkins Lozns 142 $436,187
Other Loans 171 $517,701 PLUS Loans 16 $43,536
Total Loans* 4,704 $20,115,902 College Access Loans 13 $37,978
Other Loans 1m $517,701
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The University of Texas at Arlington, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($20,050,189)

Other Gr. & Schol.
6%

Other Gift Aid_
10%
TPEG Pell Grant
16% 51%
TEXAS Grant
17%
Pell Grant 4,151 $10,076,370 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 1,250 $3,442,439 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grans 706 $863,676
TX Pub. Educational Grant (IPEG) 3,001 $3,200,063 Categorical Aid 495 $790,116
Other Gift Aid 1,425 $1,953,128 Student Deposit Scholarships 102 $151,750
Other Grants & Scholarships 825 $1,288,189 Exemptons & Waivers 73 $101,984
Total Grants and Scholarships™ 5,308 $20,050,189 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 25 334,600
Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 20 $5,190
Byrd Scholarship 3 $3,312
Nursing Scholarship 1 $2,500
Other Gift Aid 1,425  $1,953,128

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,313,610)

AmeriCorps
2% 1
i

State Work-Study
3%

Federal Work-Study
95%

Federal Work-Study 675 $1,252,234
State Work-Study 55 $37.084
AmenCorps 15 $24,292
Total Work-Study* 687 $1,313,610
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

‘The University of Texas at Austin
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($131,819,353)

Al Work-Study
2%

All Gift Aid
42%

All Loans
56%

All Loans 10,532 §74,045,757
All Gift Aid 10,940 $55,008,853
All Work-Study 1,478 52,674,743
All Funds* 12,889 $131,819,353

Breakdown of Loans ($74,045,757)

Cther Loans
12%

Unsub. Stafford Lns
24%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
64%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 9,624 B47,062,747 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 3215 $18,002,710 Perkins Loans 2,169 $6,677,222
Other Loans 2,656 $8,980,300 Other Long-Term Loans 225 $1,179,923
Total Loans* 10,532 $74,045,757 College Access Loans 159 $646,423

PLUS Loans 103 $476,732

Other Loans 2,656 $8,980,300
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The University of Texas at Austin, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($55,098,853)

Other Gift Aid
11%

Pell
Other Gr. & Schol. eli Grant

5% 35%
TPEG
19%
TEXAS Grant
20%
Pell Grant 7,007 $18,834,723 Other Gift Aid

TEXAS Grant 3,753 $11,233,303 Categorical Aad 1,619 $3,813,023
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 7,242 $10,584,940 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 1,499 $1,631,956
Other Grants & Scholarships 4,548 $8,359,9%6 Exemptions & Waivers 40 $239,288
Other Gift Aid 3,027 $6,085,81 Student Deposit Scholarships 347 $221,131
Total Grants and Scholarships* 10,940 $55,098,853 Pub.Stw Incentive Gr/LEAP 99 $135,995
Teach for Texas Cond. Grant 3 $20,912
Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 18 $18,086
Nursing Scholarship 2 $5,500
Other Gift Aid 3,627 $6,085,891

Breakdown of Work-Study ($2,674,743)

State Work-Study
6%

Federal Work-Study
94%

Federal Work-Study 1,420 $2,517,202
State Work-Study 150 $157,541
Total Work-Study* 1,428 $2,674,743

162



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas at Brownsville
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 {$11,768,647)

All Work-Study
2%
AH Loans
39%
All Gift Aid
50%
All Gift Aud 1,766 $6,894,959
All Loans 968 $4,618,170
All Work-Study 16 $255,518
All Funds* 1,843 $11,768,647

Breakdown of Loans ($4,618,170)

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
12%

Sub. Stafford Lns.

88%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 155 $4,081,111
Unsubsxdized Stafford Loans 958 $537,059
Total Loans* 968 $4,618,170
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The University of Texas at Brownsville, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($6,894,959)

TPEG ‘a
Other Gift Ald 6%

Pell Grant

TEXAS Grant

Other Gift Aid

TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG)

Total Grants and Scholarships*

1,505 $4,228,132 Other Gift Asd
594 $1,643,589 Exemptions & Waivers 113 $190,616
378 $639,088 Categorical Aid 120 $172,985
1,654 £384,150 Other Gr. & Schol. 203 132,678
1,766 $6,894,959 Teach for TX Cond. Grant 13 §71,709
Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 147 $52,536
Pub.8tu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 1 $12,044
Nursing Scholarship 4 $6,500
Other Gife Aid 378 $639,088

Breakdown of Work-Study ($255,518)

AmeriCorps
1% [

State Work-Study |
5% :

Federal Work-Study
94%

Federat Work-Study 121 $238,719
State Work-Study 11 $13,030
AmerniCorps 1 $3,769
Total Work-Study* 16 $255,518
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas at Dallas
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($24,588,104)

All Work-Study
0%

Al Gift Aid
43%
All Loans
57%
All Loans 2,173 $14,096,671
All Gift Aid 2,655 $10,454,338
All Work-Study 16 $37,095
All Funds* 3,014 $24,588,104

Breakdown of Loans ($14,096,671)

Other Loans
1%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.

34%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
B65%
i
Subsidized Stafford Loans 2,073 $9,160,149 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stattord Loans 1,240 $4,752,625 Perking Loans 155 $179,913
Other Loans 156 $183,897 Other Long-T'erm Loans 1 $3,984
Total Loans* 2,173 $14,096,671 Other Loans 156 £183,897
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The University of Texas at Dallas, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($10,454,338)

Other Gift Aid
7%

TEXAS Grant_
16%

Pell Grant
38%

TPEG
17%
Exemptions & Waivers
22% f
i
i
Pell Grant 1,550 $4,041,004 Other Gift Aid
Exemptions & Waivers 534 §2,319,954 Categorical Aid 168 $391,053
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 1,654 $1,733,338 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 218 $188,750
TEXAS Grant 555 $1,636,549 QOther Gr. & Schol. 74 $121,476
Other Gift Aid 481 $723,493 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 19 $19,339
Total Grants and Scholarships* 2,655  $10,454,338 Byrd Scholarship 2 $2,875
Other Gift Aud 481 $723,493

Breakdown of Work-Study {$37,095)

AmeriCorps
3%

State Work-Study

44%
Federal Work-Study
53%
Federal Work-Study 7 $19,501
State Work-Study 9 $16,413
NAmernComs 1 31,181
Total Work-Study* 16 £37,095
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas at El Paso
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($55,012,551) |

All Work-Study
2%
AllLoans
4%
|
|
| _
All Gife Aid 7,820 §31,406,062
All Loans 4755 $22,421,020
All Work-Study 578 $1,185,469
All Punds* 8,877 $55,012,551

Breakdown of Loans ($22,421,020)

Other Loans
3%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
22%

Sub. Stafford Lins.
5%

Subsidied Stafford Loans 4,617 $16,920,976 Other Joans

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 1,544 $4,875,233 Perkins Loans 202 $598,927
(Other Loans 208 $624,811 PLUS Loans G $25,864
Total Loans* 4,755 $22.421,020 Other Loans 208 $624,811
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The University of Texas at El Paso, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($31,406,062)

Other Gift Aid
9%

TPEG
%

TEXAS Grant

20%
Pell Grant
84%

Pell Grant 7,120 $20,085,276 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 2,301 $6,131,291 Other Grants & Scholarships 739 §1,017,095
Other Gift Aid 2,770 $2,956,224 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 1,209 $774,688
TX Pub. Educational Grants (IPEG) 2,205 $2,233,271 Categorical Aid 309 $497,994
Total Grants and Scholarships* 7,820 $31,406,062 Exemptions & Waivers 382 $453,421

Student Deposit Scholarships 106 $174,600

Pub.Stu. Incentive Gt/LEAP i7 $32,338

Special Leveraging Fd. Asst. Gr. 3 §6,088

Other Gift Aid 2,770 $2,956,224

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,185,469)

State Work-Study
4%

Federal Work-Study
96%

Federal Work-Study 573 $1,134,004
State Work-Study 53 $51,465
"l'otal Work-Study* 578 $1,185,469
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas-Pan American
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($58,210,540)

All Wark-Study
4%

All Loans
25%

All Gift Aid
1%

All Gift Aid 8,056 $41,502,041
All Loans 3,797 §14,663,382
All Work-Study 1,033 82,045,117
All Funds* 9,200 $58,240,540

Breakdown of Loans ($14,663,382)

Gther Loans
10% 1

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
5%

Sub. Stafford Lns.
85%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 3,470 $12,599,995 Other Loans

OQther Loans 570 $1,399,810 Perkins Loans 568 $1,395,810
Unsubsichzed Stafford Loans 245 3063,577 PLUS Loans 2 $4,000
Total Loans* 3,797 $14,663,382 Other Loans 570 $1,399,810
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The University of Texas-Pan American, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($41,502,041)

TPEG
5%

TEXAS Grant
32%
Pell Grant
52%
Other Gift Aid
1%

Pell Grant 1,578 $21,459,006 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 4099  $13,380,049 Other Grants & Scholarships 1,588 $2,644,849
Other Gift Aud 689 $4,740,913 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 805 $688,171
TX Pub. Educational Grants (TPEG) 2,766 $1,922,073 Exemptions & Waivers 347 $638,699
Total Grants and Scholarships* 8,956  $41,502,041 Categorical Aid 193 $622,488

Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 87 $63,236

Teach for Texas Cond, Grant 10 $49,005

Student Deposit Scholarships 46 $22,875

Byrd Scholarship 4 $0,000

Nussing Scholarship $5,500

Other Gift Aid 689 $4,740,913

Breakdown of Work-Study ($2,045,117)

AmeriCorps
State Work-Study 2%
3%

Federal Work-Study
95%

Federal Work Study 067 $1,930,608
State Work-Study 58 $66,571
AmeriCorps 59 $47,938
Total Work-Study* 1,033 $2,045,117
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas of the Permian Basin
Fiscal Year 2003

r Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($6,483,388)

All Work-Study
2%

All Loans All Gift Aid
47% 51%
1
[ . _ e ]
Al Gift Axd 1,009 $3,314,653
All Loans 733 $3,050,098
All Work-Study 67 $118,637
All Funds* 1,156 $6,483,388

Breakdown of Loans ($3,050,098)
Unsub. Stafford Lns.
24%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
76%
|

Subsichzed Stafford Loans 71 $2,319,327
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 337 $730,771
lotal Loans™ 153 33,050,098
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The University of Texas of the Permian Basin, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($3,314,653)

TPEG
8%

TEXAS Grant
13%

Other Gift Aid
13%
Pelt Grant
B66%

Pell Grant

Other Gift Ad

TEXAS Grant

TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG)

Total Grants and Scholarships*

851 $2,197,947 Other Gift Asd
254 $415,785 Categorical Aid 153 $279,070
174 $421,724 Exemptions & Waivers 31 $60,295
360 $279,197 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 38 $34,772
1,009 $3,314,653 Other Grants & Scholarships 21 $29,392
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 8 $5,994
Feach for Texas Cond. Grant 1 $3,262
Student Deposit Scholarships 2 £3,000
Other Gift Aid 254 $415,785

Breakdown of Work-Study ($118,637)

AmeriCorps
1%

State Work-Study
8%

Federal Work-Study
91%

Federal Work-Study 66 $108,109
State Work Srudy 12 $0,690
AmenCorps 1 $829
‘Total Work-Study* 67 $118,637
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas at San Antonio
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($72,140,042)

Al Work-Study
1%

All Gift Aid
42%

All Loans ;

57% |

i
i

All Loans 7,926 340,625,027
All Gift Aud 8,178 %30,619,507
All Work-Study 360 $895,448
All Funds* 9,901 $72,140,042
Breakdown of Loans ($40,625,027)
Other Loans
1%
Unsub. Stafford Lns. )
28%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
1%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 7,727 $28,861,369 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 3,070 $11,243,527 Perking Loans 255 $463,989
QOther Loans 272 $520,131 PPLLUS Loans 1/ 306,142
Total Loans* 7,926 340,625,027 Other Loans 272 §520,131
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The University of Texas at San Antonio, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($30,619,567)

1 Categorical Aid
| 8% j\]

TPEG

: 7%
Other Gift Aid
: 8%
Pell Grant
: 57%
TEXAS Grant
i 19%
i
Pell Grant 6,844  $17324.111 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 2171 $5,755,853 Other Grants & Scholarships 673 $1,065,207
Other Gift Aid 2,237 52,458,145 Supplemental Fd. Oppty. Grants 799 $736,839
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 3,032 $2,253,282 Exemptions & Waivers 200 $457,595
Categorical Aid 1,326 $2,828,176 Student Deposit Scholarships 471 $138,529
Total Grants and Scholarships* 8,178  $30,619,567 Pub.5tu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 75 $54,305
Special [.everaging Ed. Asst. Gr. 19 $5,670
Other Gift Aid 2,237 $2,458,145

Breakdown of Work-Study ($895,448)

State Work-Study
8%

Federal Work-Study

92%
Federal Work-Study 366 $826,174
State Work-Study 51 $69,274
Tutal Wouk-Guudy™ 360 $B95,448
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

The University of Texas at Tyler
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($9,269,798)

Ali Work-Study
1%

All Gift Aid All Loans
48% 51%
|
|
!
| —— o [
All Loans 1,600 $4,748,147
All Gift Axd 1,315 $4,425,400
All Work-Study 55 $96,251
All Funds* 1,459 $9,269,798
; Breakdown of Loans ($4,748,147)
Cther Loans
2%
Unsub. Stafford Lns.
24%
Sub. Stafford Lns
74%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 970 $3,524,961 Other Loans
Ussubsidized Stafford Loans 518 $1,149,343 Perkins Loans 28 §71,139
Other Loans 29 $73,843 PLUS Loans 1 $2,704
Total Loans* 1,000 $4,748,147 Other Loans 29 $73,843
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The University of Texas at Tyler, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($4,425,400)

Categorical Aid
3% )l

TPEG
9%

Other Gift Aid
20%
Pell Grant
56%

TEXAS Grant
12%

Pell Grant 1,049 §2,443,969 Other Gift Aid

Other Gift Aid 211 $882,991 Other Grants & Scholarships 536

TEXAS Grant 209 $549,155 Exemptions & Waivers 49

TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG;) 510 $397,661 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 107

Categorical Aid 103 $151,624 Student Deposit Scholarships 40

Total Grants and Scholarships* 1,315 $4,425,400 Teach for Texas Cond. Grant 3
Pub.5tw Incentive Gr/LEAP 11
Byrd Scholarship 1
Other Gift Aid 211

Breakdown of Work-Study ($96,251)

AmeriCorps
3% \

State Work-Study
1%

Federal Work-Study

86%
Federal Work-Study 50 $83,572
Gtate Worh-Guudy ¥ $10,13¢6
AmenCorps 1 $2,543
Total Work-Study* 55 $96,251
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

University of Houston
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($84,485,454)

Adl Work-Study
1%

All Gift Aid

46% All Loans

53%

All Loans 7,472 $44,902,727
All Gift Aid 9,043 $38,460,211
All Work-Study 672 $1,122,516
All Funds* 11,230 $84,485,454

Breakdown of Loans ($44,902,727)

Other Loans
% |

Perkins |.ns.
5%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.

23%
Sub. Stafford Lns.

69%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 7,222 $31,251,838 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 1,930 $10,424,109 Other Long-term Loans 148 $836,690
Perkins Loans 713 $2,021,734 PLUS Loans 73 $346,479
Other Loans 226 $1,205,040 College Access Loans 3 $21,8/¢
Total Loans* 7472 $44,902,727 Other Loans 226 $1,205,046
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University of Houston, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($38,460,211)

S

Categorical Aid
11%

Other Gift Aid
11%

Pell Grant
49%

TEXAS Grant
17%

Pell Grant 7.040  $18,825,675 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 2,402 $6,594,080 Other Grants 8 Scholarships 2,423 $1,693,848
TX Pub. Educationsl Grant (TPEG) 4,325 $4,527,253 Supplemental Tid, Oppty. Grants 1,659 $1,542,753
Other Gift Aid 4,513 $4,276,497 Exemptions & Waivers 159 $817,215
Categorical Aid 2,145 $4,236,706 Student Deposit Scholazships 203 $135,907
Total Grants and Scholarships* 9,043 $38,460,211 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LITAP 59 §75,023
__Byrd Scholarship 16 $11,751
Other Gift Aid 4513 $4,276,497

Breakdown of Work-Study ($1,122,516)

AmeriCorps
2%

State Work-Study
6%

Federal Work-Study

92%
Federal Work-Study 601 $1,034,508
State Work-Study 56 $62,713
AvocidCorpa 15 $35,305
Total Work-Study* 672 $1,122,516
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

University of Houston-Clear Lake
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($14,574,057)

All Work-Study
1%

All Gift Aid
23%

All Loans
76%

All Loans 1,718 $11,076,447
Al Gift Aud 1,357 $3,411,805
All Work-Study 48 $85,805
All Funds* 2,072 $14,574,057

Breakdown of Loans ($11,076,447)

Other Loans
1%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.
26%

Sub. Stafford Lns.
73%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 1,675 $8,126,626 Other Loans

Unsubsichzed Stafford Loans 889 $2,841,121 Petkins Loans 34 $63,000

Other Loans 43 $108,700 Other Long-term Loans 8 $43,500

Toud Lo 1,710 $11,076,147 DLUE Loane 1 $2,700
Other Loans 43 $108,700
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University of Houston-Clear Lake, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($3,411,805)

Other Gr. & Schol.
6% 1

Other Gift Aid
10%

TPEG
23% Pell Grant
61%

Pell Grant 885 $2,093,665 Other Gift Aid
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 640 $775,734 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 251 $175,567
Other Gift Aid 361 $353,354 Exemptions & Waivers 69 §119,734
Other Grants & Scholarships 311 $189,052 Categorical Aid 25 $37,480
Totai Grants and Scholarships* 1,357 $3,411,805 TEXAS Grant 7 $16,773

Pub.Stu. Incentive (1/LEAPR 9 $3,800

Other Gift Aid 361 $353,354

Breakdown of Work-Study ($85,805)

State Work-Study
10%

Federal Work-Study

90%
Federal Work-Study 47 $77,501
State Work-Study 7 $8,214
Total Wotk-Study* 48 $85,805
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

University of Houston-Downtown
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($16,515,004)

All Work-Study
2%

All Loans
! 29%

All Gift Aid

69%
i
Al Gift Ad 3,460 $11,257,743
All Loans 1,139 $4,859,217
All Work-Study 208 $398,044
All Funds* 3,705 $16,515,004
Breakdown of Loans ($4,859,217)
PLUS Lns.
0%
Unsub. Stafford Lns.
24%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
76%
Subsidized Swafford Loans 1,11 £3,691,391
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 424 $1,156,612
PLUS Loans 3 $11,214
T'otal Loans* 1,13 $4,859,217
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University of Houston-Downtown, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($11,257,743)

Other Gift Aid
% |

TEXAS Grant #

17%
Pell Grant
71%

Pell Grant 3,109 $8,028,682 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 714 $1,898,591 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 252 $265,069
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 622 $907,084 Categorcal Aid 60 $94,917
Other Gift Aid 386 $423,386 Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 32 $21,378
Total Grants and Scholarships® 3,460 $11,257,743 Other Grants & Scholarships 23 337,865

Exemptions & Waivers 19 $4,157

Other Gift Aid 386 $423,386

Breakdown of Work-Study ($398,044)

State Work-Study
5%

AmeriCorps
8% .

Federal Work-Study

B87%
Federal Work-Study 190 $348,552
AmenCorps 15 $31,126
State Work-Study 10 $18,366
Totl Work-swdy™ 208 2395,0+
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

University of Houston-Victoria
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($4,077,112)

All Work-Study
1%

All Gift Aid
40%

All Loans

59%
All Loans 362 $2,426,971
All Gift Aud 502 $1,615,559
All Work-Srady 12 $34,582
All Funds* 353 $4,077,112

Breakdown of Loans ($2,426,971)

Other Long-term Lns.

0%
Unsub. Stafford Lns. e
29%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
71%
Subsidized Stafford Loans 355 $1,725,973
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 195 £698,232
Other Long-term Loans 1 $2,766
Total Loans* 362 $2,426,971
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University of Houston-Victoria, con’.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($1,615,559)

Other Gift Aid
17%

Other Gr. & Schol Pell Grant

6% 51%
i
TPEG
16%
Pelt Grant 333 $820,651 Other Gift Axd
Other Gift Aid 203 $278,067 Exernptions & Waivers 54 $123,190
TX Pub. Educational Grant (TPEG) 360 $266,109 TEXAS Grant 30 $75,561
QOther Grants & Scholarships 204 $250,732 Suppitemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 60 $35,875
Total Grants and Scholarships* 502 $1,615,559 Categorical Aid 49 £32,818
Teach for TX Cond. Grant 1 $4,269
Student Deposit Scholarships 3 $3,000
Pub.Stu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 3 $2,875
Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 1 $479
Other Gift Aid 203 $278,067

Breakdown of Work-Study ($34,582)

AmeriCorps
5% 1\

State Work-Study
10%

Federal Work-Study
85%

Federal Work-Study 11 $29,310
Jrare WOIK-dIudy z P3,410
AmenCorps 1 $1,856
Total Work-Study* 12 $34,582
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

University of North Texas
Fiscal Year 2003

- — . R
; Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($57,543,450) f

All Work-Study
2%

All Gift Aid
39%

All Loans
59%

All Loans 5,955 $34,434,882
All Gift Asd 6,229 $22,174,469
All Work-Study 380 $934,099
All Funds* 7,709 $57,543,450

Breakdown of Loans ($34,434,882)

Unsub. Stafford Lns.

27%

Other Loans
3%

Sub. Stafford Lns.
70%

Subsidized Stafford Loans 5,753  $24,221,356 Other Loans

Unsubsidized Srafford Loans 2,764 $9,193,588 PLUS Loans 269 $711,225

Other Loans 342 $1,019,938 Perkins Loans 48 $223,203

"l'otal Loans* 5,995 354,454,882 LOHEZE ACCCSS LOUNS 23 03,20
Oither Loans 342 $1,019,938
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University of North Texas, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($22,174,469)

TPEG
13%

TEXAS Grant
18%
Pell Grant
53%
Cther Gift Aid
18%
Pell Grant 4,49 $11,927,589 Other Gift Aid

Other Gift Aid 4,105 $3,908,273 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 1,648 $1,499,498
TEXAS Grant 1,233 $3,548,257 Other Grants & Scholarships 2,058 $1,015,806
TX Pub. Educational Grant {(TPEG) 2,242 $2,790,350 Exemptions & Waivers 222 $920,252
Total Grants and Scholarships* 6,229  $22,174,469 Categorical Aid 83 $386,698
Pub.5tu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 46 $70,758
Teach for TX Cond. Grant 2 $8,216
Special Leveraging Ed. Asst. Gr. 46 $7,045
Other Gift Aid 4,105 $3,008,273

State Work-Study
T%

Breakdown of Work-Study ($934,099)

Federal Work-Study

|

93% ‘
Federal Work-Study 380 $868,751
SLALE WOUTK-SILUY +1 03,340
Total Work-Study* 386 $934,099
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FEDERAL, STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL AID

West Texas A&M University
Fiscal Year 2003

Total Financial Aid in Fiscal Year 2003 ($15,092,337)

All Work-Study
1%

All Loans All Gift Aid
48% 51%
All Gift Aid 1,974 $7,702,826
All Loans 1,445 $7,277,261
All Work-Study 78 $112,250
All Funds* 2,289 $15,092,337

Breakdown of Loans ($7,277,261) |

Other Loans
1%

Unsub. Stafford Lns.

24%
Sub. Stafford Lns.
75%
i

Subsidized Stafford Loans 1,420 $5,500,558 Other Loans
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans 565 $1,730,580 Perkins Loans 9 $30,226
UIhEr Loans 24 FHO, 125 UTNET LONg- L erm Loans Y PLLIVY
Total Loans* 1,445 $7,277,261 PLUS Loans 2 $4,500

Other Loans 20 $46,123
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West Texas A&M University, con’t.

Breakdown of Gift Aid ($7,702,826)

| Other Gift Aid
%

TPEG
9%

Other Gr. & Schol.
o ‘

Pell Grant 1,745  $4,555,958 Other Gift Aid
TEXAS Grant 472 $1,209326 Supplemental Ed. Oppty. Grants 304 $284,748
Other Grants & Scholarships 562 $712,627 Categorical Aid 182 $198,243
TX Pub. Educational Grant {IPEG) 533 $708,883 Pub.Swu. Incentive Gr/LEAP 11 £17,643
QOther Gift Aid 503 $516,032 Teach for Texas Cond. Grant 3 $9,808
"otad Grants and Scholarships* 1,974 $7,702,826 Byrd Scholarship 2 $3,000
Nursing Scholarship 1 $2,500
Other Gift Aid 503 $516,032

Breakdown of Work-Study ($112,250)

State Work-Study
12%

Federal Work-Study
E8%

Federal Work-Study 78 $99,003
State Work-Study 23 $13,247
Total Work-Study* 78 $112,250
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Definitions of Financial Aid Programs included in the Financial Aid Database

Gift Aid (Grants and Scholarships)

Exemptions and Waivers — adjustments to tuition and/or fee charges

Categorical Aid — aid such as PTO scholarships, brought to the school by the student

Pell Grant — the largest federal grant program

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) — another federal grant program
TX Public Educational Grant (IPEG) — a state program funded through tuition set-asides
Pub. Stu. Incentive Gr./LEAP — hybrids of state-approprated Public Student Incentive
Grants and federal matching Leveraging Educational Assistance Grants

Byrd Scholarship - a federal merit-based scholarship

Nursing Scholarships — state programs for students enrolled in nursing

Student Deposit Scholarships — state scholarships funded by left-over property deposit
funds at public institutions

Other Grants and Scholarships — a variety of programs, primarily institutional scholarships,
but with a few awards through state scholarship programs that are being phased out (Texas
New Horizons Scholarship and Texas Tuition Assistance Grants)

TEXAS Grants — the state’s Toward Excellence, Access and Success Grant Program

Special Leveraging Assistance Grants — federal matching funds received by some students
receiving state grants through the Tuition Equalization Grant program at private and
independent institutions or through the Public Student Incentive Grant at public institutions

Teach for Texas Conditional Grants — for students going into the teaching profession

Work-Study

Loans

Federal Work-Study Program

State (Texas) Work-Study Program

Institutional Work-Study Program

AmeriCorps — federal community service program

Subsidized Stafford Loans — federal loans that provide an interest subsidy while the student
is enrolled in college at least 2-time

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans — federal loans that do not provide an interest subsidy —
student is responsible for paying interest throughout the loan

Perkins Loans — a federal loan program

PLUS - a federal loan program that provides funds to the parents of students

College Access Loans — a state loan program administered through the Hinson-Hazlewood
College Student Loan Program

Subsidized Federal Direct Student Loans — a federal program in which the federal
government (as opposed to banks, etc.), serves as the lender. In this program the federal
government provides an interest subsidy while the student is enrolled in college at least 2-
tme

Unsubsidized Federal Direct Student Loans — a federal program in which the federal

government (as opposed to banks, etc.), serves as the lender. In this program the fedetal
guveLuou ducs INOT pruvides au iowcicat suboidy wlile e studvast do vanullod s wolluge

at least Va-time

Other Long-Term Loans — loans received ptimarily through private third-party lenders.
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Appendix D
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Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
Data Requested by the
Joint Interim Select Committee on Higher Education
March 11, 2004

Request: What is the cost of attendance vs. financial aid available at
Texas public universities?

The charts on the following pages show the cost of education and financial aid
available at each Texas public university.

Submitted March 26, 2004
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Angelo State University

12000

10000
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o

,jéz’

2000

N

7
i

- i /::/
7

2001-
2002

B Tuition and Fees
B State & Federal Gift Aid

B Cost of Attendance
State & Federal Work-Study Loans

4999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2300 2380 2664 3,084.00
Other Costs of Attendance (bocks, room & board, etc.) 7528 7710 783227 6,757.58
Total Cost of Altendance 9,828.00 10,090.00 10,496.27 9 841.58
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003

Average State Gift Aid Awarded 343.48 452.01 833.71 1,034.50
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,404.67 1,481.99 1,713.01 1,676.45
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans}) 41.59 37.46 32.77 14.33
Average Federai Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3,119.34 3,008.32 2,885.33 2,706.22
Total Financial Aid 4,909.09 4,979.77 5464.83  5431.50

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and {FRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

==+ Gyate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant |l, Teach for Texas.

xsxxx Faderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
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Cost of Attendance vs.

Available Financial Aid

12000

Lamar University

10000

8000

6000

4000

2000

7/'
D
55:"%5//?5
T,
)
‘Z?Ff.‘%/}/?
Y

-

2000-
2001

8 Tuition and Fees
State & Federal Gift Aid

B Cost of Attendance

0O State & Federal Work-Study Loans

19898-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,196.00 2,531.00 2,771.00 3,211.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,001.91 6,906.10 6,977.86 7.152.42
Total Cost of Attendance 9,197.91  9,437.10 9,748.86 10,363.42
4999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003

Average State Gift Ald Awarded 44373 471.81 707.29 1,161.80
Average Federal Gifi Aid Awarded 1,146.77 1,365.51 1,673.80 1,704.70
Average State Self-Help {(Work-Study and Loans) 6.67 6.97 5.36 541
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,363.64 2357.39  2,35836 2,411.42
Total Financial Aid 3,960.81 4,201.68 4,744.81 5,283.33

*

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Ak

«» Eederal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

e+ State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant I, Teach for Texas.

sewss Eadaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.

sexexSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Midwestern State University

12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000 e |
0l k\ 3 NN
1699- 2000- 2001- 2002-
2000 2001 2002 2003
Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
State & Federal Gift Aid O State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,396.00 2,612.00 2,724.00 3,266.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 6,447.06 6,686.79 6,695.82 7.882.53
Total Cost of Atfendance 8,843.06 9,2_98. 79 9,419.82 11,148.53
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 441 .64 535.57 762.34 801.03
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,248.89 1,385.94 1.548.67 1,499.45
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 8.71 17.24 1047 19.54
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,408.02 2,489.38 2,598.27 3,146.68
Total Financial Aid 4,107.25 4,428.14 4,919.75 5,466.70

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.

“+  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Schalarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.

sexsx Eadaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.

weenxr Siate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Prairie View A&M University

16000
14000
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000 N \
. RN : DA
1999- 2000- 2001- 2002-
2000 2001 2002 2003
O Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid 0 State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,14%.00 2,496.00 2,496.00 3,232.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 8,913.59 8,558.40 9,183.56 11,387.65
Total Cost of Aftendance 11,054.59  11,054.40 11,679.56 14,619.65
1999-2000 2000-200¢  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 49771 511.12 892 .96 1,010.91
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,910.12 2,134.96 1,989.14 1,856.10
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - 7.92 7.20 7.02
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,107.55 4,135.08 4,131.26 5,233.91
Total Financial Aid 6,515.37 6,789.08 7,020.55 8,107.94

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SL.LEAP.

=x*+  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant i, Teach for Texas.

s+ Cadaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.

o4 State Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Sam Houston State University

14000
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000 \
0 \\\ R k
1999- 2000- 2001-
2000 2001 2002
O Tuition and Fees 8 Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-200f 2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,164.00 2,464.00 2,782.00 3,090.00

Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,702.95 7,775.41 7.817.36 9,111.14

Total Cost of Attendance 9,866.95 10,239.41 10,599.36 12,201.14

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003

Average State Gift Aid Awarded 487.97 512.47 860.88 1,031.13

Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,185.69 1,340.89 1,460.37 1,480.19

Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 18.32 23.20 20.44 18.06

Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans} 3,538.58 3,758.81 3,558.55 4,182.22

Total Financial Aid 5,230.55 5,635.37 5,800.24 6,711.61

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey {public information office) and IFRS data.

*+  Faderal Programs inciude: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.

***+  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant |l, Teach for Texas.

s+ Federal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federa! Direct Loans.

warState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas Coliege Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Stephen F. Austin State University

14000
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000 REx ;
1999- 2000- 2001- 2002-
2000 2001 2002 2003
3 Tuition and Fees & Cost of Attendance
B State & Federa! Gift Aid State & Federa! Work-Study Lcans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,393.57 2,497.50 2,833.93 3,139.29
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,605.66 8,024.83 8,043.66 8,685.42
Total Cost of Atftendance 9,999,23 10,522.33 10,877.59 12 024.71
4999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 432.57 506.50 097.55 1,189.33
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,235.20 1,377.43 1,591.78 1,659.98
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 81.08 127.90 102.99 88.02
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,108.55 4,265.97 4 370.01 4.071.78
Total Financial Aid 5,857.39 6,277.79 7.062.33 7,019.11

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tyition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
***  Faderal Programs include: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.
==+ Gtate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant if, Teach for Texas.
s+ Federal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
*sseexState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Sul Ross State University

12000
10000
8000
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1999- 2000- 2001- 2002-
2000 2001 2002 2003
O Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid B State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 1,94200 2,150.00 2617.50 2,962.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 6,786.79 7,143.37 7,053.86 7,776.85
Total Cost of Atfendance 8,728.79 9,293.37 9,671.36 10,738.85
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 357.56 449.31 510.36 623.55
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,604.96 1,705.42 1,922.23 2,161.93
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - - 7.21 8.77
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3,403.77 3,189.54 2,806.47 2,838.36
Total Financial Aid 5,366.29  5344.27  5246.27 5,632.63

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tyition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey {public information office) and IFRS data.
»+*  Federat Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
w%  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.
=+ Faderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SL$ Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
exausState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Tarleton State University

14000
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000 \
1999- 2000- 2001- 2002-
2000 2001 2002 2003
Tuition and Fees A Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid O State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,216.00 2,461.00 2,741.00 3,163.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,746.80 7,954 .41 8,608.45 8,196.75
Total Cost of Attendarice 9,962.80 10,415.41 11,349.45 12,359.75
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 378.30 341.32 523.48 73063
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,087.52 1,243.87 1,499.89 1,576.12
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 8.45 10.92 12.08 14.41
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,067.96 4,085.39 4,160.75 4,350,32
Total Financial Aid 5,542.23 5,681.51 6,196.20 6,671.47

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
**  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office} and IFRS data.
*“+  Federal Programs inciude: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.
**+  Siate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant |, Teach for Texas.
**+ Faderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
wexerxGiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M International University

16000

14000

12000

10000

8000

6000

4000

2000

7

o~ \\.'\. )
RS
N
SR N
S NN

1999- 2000- 2001-
2000 2001 2002

B Tuition and Fees W Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Work-Study Loans

3 State & Federal Gift Aid

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,287.50 2,456.25 2,637.50 3,003.75
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7.955.686 8,157.75 9,842.25 10,831.91
Total Cost of Attendance 10,243.16 10,614.00 12,5679.75 13,835.66

19998-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 330.56 542.70 1,183.37 1,690.71
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,662.82 1,645.84 2,022.79 2,253.47
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4.63 5.72 4.47 4.06
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,202.61 1,768.98 1,610.05 1,663.57
Total Financial Aid 4,200.61 3,963.25 4,820.67 5,611.82

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

**#  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant II, Teach for Texas.

w3+ Eoderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

e State Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federa! Direct Loans.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M University
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2000 2001 2002
N Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid B State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,965.00 3,5672.14 3,938.57 4 937.14
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 9,271.73 9,106.01 9,317.57 8,838.03
Tofal Cost of Attendance 12,236.73 12,678.15 13,256.15 13,775.17
1999-2000  2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 662.72 735.30 1,156.80 1,364.25
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 972.13 1,093.14 1,262.69 1,358.89
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 277.41 286.73 245.30 152,72
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4711.42 4,759.41 4,674.04 4,564.31
Total Financial Aid 6,623.69 6,874.58 7,338.83 7,440.18

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
=  Tyuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
**  fFaderal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
= State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.
s+ Faderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
swennwState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M University at Galveston
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1999- 2000- 2001- 2002-
2000 2001 2002 2003
B Tuition and Fees MW Cost of Attendance

State & Federal Gift Aid

O State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 3,793.00 3,750.00 4.010.00 4,272.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 5,667.79 5,715.91 6,005.00 8,795.78
Total Cost of Aftendance 9,460.79  9,465.91 10,015.00  11,067.78

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 678.69 737.12 1,002.90 1,069.66
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,204.98 1,229.64 1,660.40 1.686.69
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - - 9.09 597
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,796.52  3,048.81 2,952.88 2,870.22
Total Financial Aid 4,680.19  5015.57 5,625.07 5,632.55

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey {public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

s+  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.

srs Coderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

s State Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

Federal Direct Loans.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M University-Commerce
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Tuition and Fees H Cost of Attendance
@ State & Federal Gift Aid O State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,507.14 2,560.71 2,807.14 3,257.14
Other Costs of Atiendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,544 .20 7,767.15 7.890.90 8,110.26
Total Cost of Altendance 10,051.34  10327.86 10,698 04 11,367.40
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 458.72 436.51 674.38 818.94
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,369.10 1,471.11 1,705.34 1,761.98
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3.48 10.66 2.49 -
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,375.84 4177.18 4,016.69 4,308.54
Total Finaricial Aid 6,207.14 6,095.46 6,398.90 6,889.46

L]

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

*+  Federal Programs include: Peli, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

=+ State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant I, Teach for Texas.

s Eaderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.

#sxxexSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

ek
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi
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O Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid C State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,612.50 2,540.77 3,165.00 3,567.50
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,796.20 8,749.37 9,826.45 8,729.74
Total Cost of Aftendance 10,408.70 11,2906.14 12,991.45  12,267.24

1999-2000  2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003

Average State Gift Aid Awarded 515.02 524.09 884.33 1,043.60
Average Federa! Gift Aid Awarded 1,262.05 1,345.82 1,662.65 1,673.21
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 14.98 10.98 13.89 6.66
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,016.73 4,202.14 4,317.31 4,276.26
Total Financial Aid 5,808.79 6,083.03 6,878.28 6,999.73

*

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
= Tyition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
*+  Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
oo State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.
s+ Foderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
wesrState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M University-Kingsville

State & Federal Gift Aid

o "‘Q\' \\\" N
\\ \.\\:}"\\ \E\:{\'\'\\‘\
2000- 2001- 2002-
2001 2002 2003
B Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance

0 State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,240.77 2,113.85 2,051.25 3,365.00
Cther Costs of Attendance (bocks, room & board, etc.) 9,933.37 8,847.43 8,545.27 7.514.82
Total Cost of Attendance 12,174.13  10,961.28 10,596.52 10,879.82

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 345.98 381.21 771.08 842.07
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,669.23 1,820.11 2,062 87 2,140.96
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 7.96 8.26 8.15 7.33
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,695.14 4,208.83 3,955.47 4,049.75
Total Financial Aid 6,718.31 6,418.42 6,797.56 7,040.12

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

**  Federal Programs include: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.

=+ Siate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant il, Teach for Texas.

= Cadaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.

sussGate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas A&M University-Texarkana
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2000 2001 2002 2003
D Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
State & Federal Gift Aid B State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,053.85 2,672.50 2,307.69 2,502.86
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,040.54  6,675.81 7,610.69 7,626.70
Total Cost of Aftendance 9,094.39  9,348.31 9,918.38 10,129.55
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 437.83 390.82 408.26 416.79
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,264.50 1,232.92 1,629.39 1,575.38
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - - - -
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 1,683.87 1,632.12 1,824.37 2,102.80
Total Financial Aid 3,386.20 315586 3,862.02 4,094.97

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
=  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office} and IFRS data.
**  Federal Programs inciude: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
=+ State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.
s+ Faderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
worskSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid
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Texas Southern University
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D Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Work-Study Loans

State & Federal Gift Aid

2000- 2001-
2001 2002

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,170.00 2,170.00 2,213.00 2,718.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 10,351.56  10,394.13 10,067.01 10,949.07
Total Cost of Attendance 12,521.66 12,564.13 12,280.01 13,667.07
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 360.85 298.37 501.83 695.11
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,633.71 1,777.13 2,208.37 2.219.85
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - 5.62 5.15 4.34
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3,916.58 4,256.44 4,112.26 4,331.54
Total Financial Aid 5911.14 6,337.47 6,827.61 7,250.84

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.

Federat Direct Loans.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas State University-San Marcos
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O Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
0 State & Federal Gift Aid 0 State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 3,171.43 2,990.00 3,642 86 3,910.71
Other Cosis of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,540.32 8,141.82 7,927.09 9,267.95
Total Cost of Attendance 10,711.75  11,131.82 11,569.94 13,178.67
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 568.73 657.07 893.81 916.09
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,039.16 1,125.30 1,269.26 1,271.66
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 48.90 45.50 59.12 76.03
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3,946.43 3,941.31 3,950.47 4,307.85
Total Financial Aid 5,603.22 5,769.18 6,172.66 6,571.64

&

**

ek

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federat Prograrns include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

=+ Gtate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant |1, Teach for Texas.

e Eaderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

=oner State Work-Study and Loans include: Texas Coliege Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas Tech University
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B Tuition and Fees @ Cost of Attendance
A State & Federal Gift Aid State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,800.00 2,938.00 3,338.00 3,957.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 8,764.03 9,361.12 9,730.90 10,308.50
Total Cost of Atfendance 11,564.03  12,299.12 13,068.90 14,265.50
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 485.68 476.70 775.76 1,268.71
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,194.40 1,255.17 1,296 .44 1,317.12
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 109.87 135.77 124.96 122.20
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,656.25 5,061.38 4,975.94 5,167.81
Total Financial Aid 6,446.20 6,929.03 7,173.09 7,875.84

*

L

e

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs inciude: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

st Siate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant I, Teach for Texas.

w=xx Eederal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

s GState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

Texas Woman's University
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2001

B Tuition and Fees
[ State & Federal Gift Aid

M Cost of Attendance
0O State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,460.00 2,520.00 2,700.00 3,432.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7,947.07 8,141.00 8,106.87 7,855.99
Total Cost of Aftendance _ 10,407.07 10,661.00 10,806.87 11,287.99

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003

Average State Gift Aid Awarded 472.18 716.43 877.71 957.15
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,080.30 1,262.16 1,416.48 1,456.20
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 112.21 96.00 75.38 93.46
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,426.66 4,249.42 4,004.66 4229.78
Total Financial Aid 6,101.35 6,323.01 6,374.23 6,736.59

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office} and IFRS data,

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant 11, Teach for Texas.

wexs Eoderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

“ut  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG. | EAP, Nursing. Student Deposit

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at Arlington
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2000 2001
B Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1998-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,962.50 3,230.77 3,784.62 3,923.08
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 7.427.22 7,207.78 6,964.04 7,042.31
Total Cost of Attendance 10,389.72 10,438.55  10,748.65  10,965.39
1999-2000 2000-200% 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 349.92 574.32 719.59 937.33
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,219.48 1,330.83 1,421.73 1,410.70
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 10.50 15.18 23.76 18.77
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3,496.42 3,438.41 3,424 .14 3,391.96
Total Financial Aid 5,076.32 5,358.74 5,589.21 5,758.77

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
*  Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
s+ State Programs include: TPFG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP. TEG. LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.
s+ Caderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
=2xxSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at Austin
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B Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid [ State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 3,846.92 3,048.46 4 876,15 572143
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 9,363.45 10,196.36 10,266.39 10,476.07
Total Cost of Altendance 13,210.38 14,144.82 15,142.54 16,197.50
1999-2000 2000-200% 2001-2002  2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 642.53 873.05 1,124.87 1,563.73
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 909.27 997.35 1,120.66 1,202.08
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 119.12 128.66 134.90 115.41
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 5,718.80 5.944.70 5,715.45 5,824.13
Total Financial Aid 7,389.72 7,943.75 8,095.89 8,705.35

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
** Federal Programs include: Pell, SEQG, Byrd, SLEAP.
s*xx  Statc Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-L FAP, TEG, | FAP, Nursing. Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant li, Teach for Texas.
sowsx Caderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
swxxs+Gtate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

214



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at Brownsville
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D Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
State & Federal Gift Aid State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 1,463.00 1,841.54 2,253.46 2,349.23
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 6,531.24 6,444 .45 6,507.27 9,652.48
Total Cost of Attendance _ 7,994.24 _ 8,285.99 8,760.73  11,901.73
4999-2000 2000-2001 200%-2002 2002-2003

Average State Gift Aid Awarded 196.42 319.65 656.46 1,125.10
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,884.85 2,049.68 2,309.74 2,234.53
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 10.52 5.30 5.38 6.74
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,119.57 2,141.92 1,992.73 2,689.24
Total Financial Aid 4,211.35 4,516.55 4,964.31 6,055.61

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
**+  Faderal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
s+ State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAE Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.
s Eederal WS and Loans inciude: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct | oans.
swxxSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at Dallas
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& Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid B State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,837.14 4.055.00 4.918.75
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) §,698.16 8,387.98 8,881.03
Total Cost of Attendance 11,535.30 12,442.98 13,799.78
1999-2000 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 326.30 594.29 932.43
Average Federa! Gift Aid Awarded 1,104.83 1,051.65 1,117.89
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 1.50 5.61 4.66
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,332.39 5,709.93 5,690.22
Total Financial Aid 3,765.02 7,361.48 7,745.20

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant II, Teach for Texas.

wonx Codaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.

awarSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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*%  Siate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP. TEG. LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at El Paso
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2001 2002 2003
D Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
o State & Federal Gift Aid O State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,092.00 2,688.46 3,195.00 3,495.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 9,674.78 9,966.11 9,712.34 9.578.03
Total Cost of Aftendance 11,766.78 12,654.58 12,907.34 13,073.03
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 458.61 519.00 895.84 971.79
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,797.28 1,.916.62 2,089.35 2,232.26
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - 8.15 6.40 6.06
Average Federal Sel{-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,512.08 2.427.59 2,281.06 2,711.11
Total Financial Aid 4,767.97 4,871.36 5,272.64 5,921.23

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office} and IFRS data.
=+  Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOQG, Byrd, SLEAP.
==+ Gtate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant I, Teach for Texas.
sw+++ Fadaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
==xnxSiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas Coliege Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas-Pan American
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1999- 2000-
2000 2001
™ Tuition and Fees o Cost of Attendance

B State & Federal Gift Aid

State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,031.43 2,261.79 2,625.00 2,745.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, elc.) 8,573.04 9,392.11 8,989.96 8,860.77
Total Cost of Atfendance 10,604.47 11,653.90 11,614.96 11,605.77

1999.2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 660.53 698.19 1,369.42 1,636.82
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,919.66 2,082.73 2,307.79 2,332.33
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 9.01 8.43 7.79 6.97
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 1,879.68 1,755.056 1,814.15 1,811.18
Total Financial Aid 4,368.88 4,544.41 5,499.16 5,787.30

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant I!, Teach for Texas.

sstav Eodara] WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

= Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
=+ Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
=== Siate Programs include. TPEG On Campus, PEIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Depasit

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.
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mrseCiate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas of the

Permian Basin
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8 Tuition and Fees W Cost of Attendance
B State & Federal Gift Aid [ State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,145.00 2,356.07 2,970.00 3,245.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 5,826.50 6,249.63 6,127.98 6,373.06
Total Cost of Atfendance 7,971.50 8,605.70 9,097.98 9,618.06
1999-2000 2000-2004 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 406,75 362.62 438.36 551.76
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,301.60 1,415.61 1,827.37 1,695.66
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) - - 7.1 7.62
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,762.45 2,776.96 3,077.00 2,919.86
Total Financial Aid 4,470.80 4,555.18 5,349.84 5,174.90

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant 1I, Teach for Texas.

#+  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

s Codaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.
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wwrState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at San Antonio
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2000

B Tuition and Fees

2000-
2001

0 State & Federal Gift Aid

2001-

2002

| Cost of Attendance
O State & Federal Work-Study Loans

4999.2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2.912.50 3,155.00 3,697.50 3,920.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 10,515.73 10,542 .61 10,608.76 9,804.02
Total Cost of Attendance 13,428.23  13,697.61 14,206.26 13,724.02
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003

Average State Gift Aid Awarded 23014 420.60 528.31 763.89
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,111.40 1,291.27 1,445.98 1,541.95
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 53.45 2768 36.46 578
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,287.20 4,144.31 4,037.47 4,264 .42
Total Financial Aid 5,682.19 5,883.86 6,048.22 6,576.05

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

»+  Federal Programs include: Peli, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
w4 State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant |I, Teach for Texas.

s Eoderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct i_cans.

weenksGeate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

The University of Texas at Tyler
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3 Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
State & Federal Gift Aid D State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,612.00 2,732.00 2,852.00 3,122.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, eic.) 8,553.97 8,669.67 7,997.25 8,672.52
Total Cost of Attendance 11,165.97 11,401.67 10,849.25 11,794.52
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 290.33 342.06 410.07 664.70
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,140.04 1,171.03 1,473.32 1,508.53
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 5.66 - 463 5.30
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,529.75 4,231.68 3,625.31 3,589.39
Total Financial Aid 5,965.79 5,744.77 5513.33 5767.92

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

#oo State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant |I, Teach for Texas.

wxx Eaderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federat Direct Loans.

wisvState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

University of Houston
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2000 2001 2003

D Tuition and Fees
State & Federal Gift Aid

W Cost of Attendance
1 State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2,478.21 2,638.00 3,300.00 3,735.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 8,678.20 8,690.77 8,650.83 9,593.39
Total Cost of Attendance 11,156.41 11,328.77 11,950.83 13,328.39

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 409.10 510.20 715.06 936.23
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,293.55 1,455.99 1,631.04 1,621.49
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans}) 8.03 11.95 5.03 947
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 3,881.79 3,767.46 3,610.92 4,144.65
Total Financial Aid 5592.47 5,745.60 5,962.04 6,711.84

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.

*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

v Gtate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

sewnx Foderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.
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s State Work-Study and Loans include: Texas Coliege Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

University of Houston-Clear Lake
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0 Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
0O State & Federal Work-Study Loans

B8 State & Federal Gift Aid

1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,405.00 2,690.00 3,001.25 3,100.00
Other Costs of Attendance (bocks, room & board, etc.) 10,245.42 10,053.23 10,038.14 11,722.28
Total Cost of Attendance 12,650.42 12,743.23 13,039.39 14,822.26
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 397.14 273.72 335.81 337.21
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded B878.70 913.13 1,194.00 913.01
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 5.56 6.03 5.40 5.18
Average Federa! Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans} 4,882.71 5,460.37 4 826.77 5,615.15
Total Financial Aid 6,164.11 6,653.25 6,361.99 6,870.56

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

=  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.

s Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant If, Teach for Texas.

Federal Direct Loans.

swsaasState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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ssa4x Cadaral WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

«++  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, L FAP, Nursing. Student Deposit
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

University of Houston-Downtown
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8 Tuition and Fees @ Cost of Attendance
& State & Federal Gift Aid O State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,452.50 2,242.50 2,507.50 2777.50
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 6,100.18 6,561.37 6,425.52 6,436.58
Total Cost of Altendance §,552.68  8,803.87 8,933.02 9,214.08
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gifl Aid Awarded 396.60 428.22 553.12 726.40
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,712.94 1,792.25 2,048.30 2,082.78
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 6.06 7.38 543 5.75
Average Federal Self-Heip (Work-Study and Loans) 1,725.20 1,701.16 1,593.53 1,580.47
Total Financial Aid 3,840.80  3,928.00 4,200.37 4,395.39

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey {public informaticn office) and IFRS data.

Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

*++  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit

Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Il, Teach for Texas.

=+ Faderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.

wnoesCtate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas Coliege Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.

224



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature

Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

University of Houston-Victoria
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B State & Federal Gift Aid 0 State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  2002-2003

Average Tuition and Fees 2.,280.00 2,505.00 2,835.00 2,985.00
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 8,361.39 §,763.71 8,446.56 8,519.09
Total Cost of Altendance 10,641.39 11,268.71 11,281.566  11,504.09
1999-2000  2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 45472 443.92 585.57 513.50
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,067.88 1,028.01 1,093.38 1,143.57
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 20.55 13.27 12.42 418
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,306.91 4,663.29 4,575.11 4,662.02
Total Financial Aid 5,850.05 6,148.49 6,266.47 6,323.28

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
#  Federal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
w+%  Ciate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP. TEG. LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant II, Teach for Texas.
saxx Caderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
wsxwaxGState Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP,
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

University of North Texas
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M9 Tuition and Fees
6l State & Federal Gift Aid

W Cost of Attendance

D State & Federal Work-Study Loans

1999-2000 2000-200% 2001-2002 2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2.826,92 2,942 31 3,519.23 3,923.08
Other Costs of Attendance (books, room & board, etc.) 8,358.08 8,821.61 8,532.25 8,694.04
Total Cost of Attendance 11,185.00 11,763.92 12,051.48 12 617.12
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 502.44 530.66 77429 843.47
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 969.58 1,079.26 1,306.58 1,334.42
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 19.12 24.35 28.82 33.20
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 4,427.37 4,662.01 4 660.05 4,865.40
Total Financial Aid 5,918.51 6,296.28 6,769.73 7,076.49

Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.

**  Federal Programs include: Peli, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.

***  State Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP, TEG, LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant I, Teach for Texas.

vk Coderal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and

Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans, Subsidized and Unsubsidized

Federal Direct Loans.

=+ State Work-Study and Loans inciude: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP.
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Tuition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey (public information office) and IFRS data.
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Cost of Attendance vs.
Available Financial Aid

West Texas A&M University
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B Tuition and Fees B Cost of Attendance
State & Federal Gift Aid D State & Federal Work-Study Loans
1999-2000 2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003
Average Tuition and Fees 2,486.25 3,189.38 2,734.00 2,979.23
Other Costs of Attendance {books, room & board, etc.) 7,829.60 7,147.13 7,932.80 7,726.87
Total Cost of Altendance 10,315.85 10,336.51 10,666.80 10,706.10
1999-2000  2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003
Average State Gift Aid Awarded 538.02 383.03 592.08 779.90
Average Federal Gift Aid Awarded 1,264.79 1,310.77 1,614.73 1,650.38
Average State Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 8.08 9.83 9.69 8.50
Average Federal Self-Help (Work-Study and Loans) 2,728.09 3,283.70 3,749.00 3,490.28
Total Financial Aid 4,538.99 4,987.34 5,965.50 5,929.06

*  Tuition and fees based on 15 SCH per semester.
*  Tyition and fee average for 2002-2003 based on CB survey {public information office) and IFRS data.
=+  Faderal Programs include: Pell, SEOG, Byrd, SLEAP.
s**  Siate Programs include: TPEG On Campus, PSIG-LEAP. TEG. LEAP, Nursing, Student Deposit
Scholarship, TEXAS Grant, TEXAS Grant Ii, Teach for Texas.
ss+tx Federal WS and Loans include: Federal Work-Study, Americorps, Subsidized and
Unsubsidized Stafford Loans, Perkins Loans, SLS Loans. Subsidized and Unsubsidized
Federal Direct Loans.
wwiwnsSate Work-Study and Loans include: Texas College Work-Study, CAL and HEAL/HELP,
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Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature
Appendix E-1

Population in Texas in 2000 and Projections to 2040
for All Scenarios
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Repott of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature
Appendix E-2

Percent Change in Texas Population by Alternative
Projection Scenarios, 2000 to 2040
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Percent of Texas Population by Race/Ethnicity in 2000
and Projections to 2040 (0.5 Scenario)
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Percent of Texas Population by Race/Ethnicity
in 2000 and Projections to 2040 (1.0 Scenario)
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Households in Texas in 2000 and Projections
to 2040 for All Scenarios
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Percent Change in Texas Households by Alternative
Projection Scenarios, 2000 to 2040

Percent Change

0.1 T R PR Cr 162.% ...
160 | oo -

7 A TR — S

120

1 3 S PO 2

L4
.
.
50 |
L4
§
§

60 | e

.
.
’
40 |
p
.

20

0.0 0.3 1.0

Projection Scenaric

236



Report of the Joint Interim Committee on Higher Education to the 79th Legislature
Appendix E-7

Median Household Income in Texas by
Race/Ethnicity of Householder, 1999
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Average Household Income in Texas (in 2000 Dollars),
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Percent of Texas Households by Income Category in
2000 and Projections for 2040 (0.5 Scenario)
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Percent of Texas Households by Income Category in
2000 and Projections for 2040 (1.0 Scenario)
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Mean Houschold Income in Texas in 2000 and Projections
for 2040* Assuming 2000 Rates, 1990-2000 Rates of Closure
Between Anglo-Black and Anglo-Hispanic Incomes, and
Anglo Income Levels for All Race/Ethnicity Groups
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Enrollment in Texas Public Community Colleges and
Universities in 2000 and Projections to 2040 (0.5 Scenario)
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Enrollment in Texas Public Community Colleges and
Universities in 2000 and Projections to 2040 (1.0 Scenario)
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Projected Percent of Public Community College and Public
University Enrollment in Texas by Race/Ethnicity, 2040*
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